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COMMENT S-01. CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION (1 OF 2), MARK

DELAPLAINE

FIRIZ LT OLAL| GINIR = 11T REDWUNLEN ALIRNCY ARNQLD $SCHWARZENEGIIER, Goviasor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

45 FREMONT STREST. $u.1E 253¢
SAN FRANGISCO, £A  siLwios
YOICE AND T3D t4°E) 834300

Clairc Jacquemin

Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cotiage Way, MP-700
Sacramento, CA 95825

Re:

Tune 3, 2005

Coastal Commission sta{f comments, Draft EIS, Bureau of Reclamation,
San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation '

Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

Plcasc aceepl these comments on your Draft EIS and place us en your mailing list for the final
E1S and any hearing notices regarding the above-mentioned activity. It would appear from the
following discussion i the DEIS thar the preferred option to be identified in the FEIS is
unlikely to be the ocean disposal option which would include a drain at El Estero in San Luis

Obispo County. The DEIS (pages 2-94 to 2-93) siates:

2.15 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

Two “preferred alternatives” are discussed in this section: the agency-preferred alternative and
the environmentally preferred alternative,

Reclamation’s preferred alternative is the one that completes the action of providing drainage
servige and best meets the purpose of and need for (ks action. At this stage in the SLDFR
Feasibility Study and its environmental review. Reclamation anticipates that its preferred
alternative will be onc of the three In-Valley/Land Retirement Alternatives or some varation of
ane of the three [n Valley'Land Retirement Altematives, Two of these three alternatives have
been identified as having distinct advamiages:

» The Natonal Economic Development (NED) analysis completed to date for the SLDFR
Feasibility Study indicates thal the alternative with the greatest net benefit (benefits minus
casts) 1o the United States as a whole, commonly called the NED alternative, is the In-

Valley-Drainage-Impaired Area Land Retirernent Alternative.

* The [n-Valley:Water Needs Land Retirement Alternative, with its nearly 194,000 acres of
iand retirement primarily in Westlands Water District, is the closest ¢ a “locally developed™
aiternarive because it is consistent with key clements of the proposed Westside Regional
Drainage Plan (SJRECWA et al. 2003),

All of the [n-Valley Alternarives allow lor {lexibility in umplementation including a phased
approach for construction and mirigation { with the Northerly Area having coliection and disposal
components completed tirsr) and the ability 1o evaluate and incorporzie new technologies.
Complere dranage service can begin sooner than for the Qut-of-Valley Disposal Alicrnatives,
which Tequure completion of extensive pipelines for disposal to the Delta or Ocean, This
flexibaliry 1s the principal reason for selection of one of the In-Valley Alternatives.
Reclamation’s preferved alternative will be selected tor the Final EIS, lollowing review of public
commeats on this Draft EIS and additional results from the piiot studies.

SLDFR Final EIS
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The envirenmentally preferred alternative is defined as the one that promotes the national

environmental policy and causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment

and thar best protects, preserves, and enhanees historic. cultural, and narural resources. Each of

the action alternatives has some significant negative environmental effects; no single alternative

is superior to the others. The In-Valley Alternatives would have major effeets 1o migratory

waterfow! from the evaporation basins. while the Delta Disposal Altematives would cause some

increases in salt and Se in the Delta. The Qut-of-Valley Disposal Alternatives also have greater

potential impact on eultural resources. Selection of an environmentally preterred allcrmative

involves balancing cffects on different resources, a judgment that would place higher value on

some resources than others. (See Tuble ES-10 for a comparison of adverse effects.) Reclamanon

will continue to investigate the {easibility of mitigation and consider comments on the Draft EIS

prior to designation of an environmentally preferred alternative no later than in the Final EIS.”
§-01-1 We apree with the DEIS” tentative conclusion that the ocean dispesal would be more
_cnvironmientally damaging that inland altematives. [n the event the occan disposal is selected
as the preferred altemmative, we wish to peint out that the Bureau of Reclamation would need to
submit a consistency determination to the California Coastal Commission for that alternative,
because it would be located within and would clearly affect the coastal zone. This requirement
arises under Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act.' A consistency determination
is 2 finding that 4 proposcd activity is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the
Culifornia Coastal Management Program, combined with inlormation necessary to support that
$-01-2 | conclusion, including an analysis of the project's consistency with Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act? (You can view sample consistency determinations on the Internet at
httpfiwww. coastal.ca. govifeded fedendx . html.) Any such determination would need to
cvaluate the project’s effect on coastal zone resources and to establish that this altemative is
the least cnvironmentally damaging feasible alternative. Bascd on the information in the DEIS,
selection of one of the inland altérnatives would not trigger the need for a [ederal consistency
submitral 1o the Coastal Commission.

if you have any questions about the necd tor or preparation of 4 consistency determination,
please contact Larry Simon, the Cemmission’s federal consistency coordinator, at ($15) 904-

5288.
Sincercly,
i .. .l_. B
Gy */w »
MARK DELAPLAFNE
Federal Consistency Supervisor
cC Santa Cruz Area Office, Charles Lester

Jack Gregg, CCC, Waler Quality Unit

Laery Simon, CCC. Federal Consistency Unit
BCDC, Steve McAdam

EPA. Region IX, Tim Vendlinski

Sl LS seeuon LR, with neplenmernung regusdtions at 13 CFR Parg 630,

o PR et 2300 Jora Sl Bstng e fe infirmation egained for i centpiete cunsisteney delermmnacen,
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-01

S-01-1

The comment is noted; however, an environmentally preferred alternative is not identified in the
Draft EIS. The preferred alternative has been identified in the Final EIS as the In-
Valley/Drainage-Impaired Area Land Retirement Alternative, as discussed in Section 2.15.

S-01-2

The commenter is correct. As shown in Section 4, Table 4-1, the Ocean Disposal Alternative
would be subject to approval of the California Coastal Commission. A consistency determination
would be sought if the Ocean Disposal Alternative is selected for further consideration.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P4 _State P4-3
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COMMENT S-02. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE,
STEVE SHAFFER

STATE QF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENZGGER Governc-

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE A G MARANURE Secreiary
Office Of Agriculiure and Environmental Stewardship o
1220 N Street, Room A-400
Sacramento, CA 85814
Phone: (916) 657-4856
Fax: {918) 657-5017

July 15. 2005

Ms. Claire Jacquemin
Bureau cf Reclamation
2800 Ceottage Way
Sacramenta, CA 95825

Re: Comments on the Bureau of Reclamation’s Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation

Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

The Department of Food and Agriculture (COFAY} is pleased to provide comments on the
Draft EIS for the San Luis Drainage Feaiure Re-evaluation. CDFA strongly supports the
Bureau of Reclamation’'s {(Bureau) approach in considering all of the options advocated
by varnious stakeholders in providing sustainable drainage service solutions o the San
Luis Unit  Currently, there are no favored approaches {In-Valley, Ocean disposal. and
Delta dispesal) amaong the several alternatives evaluated in the draft EIS. However, itis
anticipated that the Bureau will be recommending an in-valley sclution as the preferred
aiternative in the Final EIS. CDFA shall therefore, focus on this drainage alternative
and specifically the land retirement component of this alternative for our written
comments.

The In-Valley Alternative considers several options ranging from no additional land
retirement to retirement of all impaired lands within the Westlands Water District (WD)
boundaries. CDFA strongly supports an option that minimizes or eliminates the need to
retire farmland, while providing the drainage services necessary to keep productive land
productive. Certainly, there are drainage-impaired lands along the west side of the San
Joaquin Valley that are no longer arable. There are also a number of growers and their
families who no longer find farming these marginal iands a viable proposition. In these
situations land retirement could be a practical option. However. there are also a
number of growers who want to continue to farm and contribute to their communities. In
these cases, growers should be provided technical and financial assistance to continue
their operations. USDA has a number of programs such as EQIP, which can facilitate
the transition to alternative and sometimes nontraditicnal crops that could thrive under
raeduced irrigation scenarios or dry land tarming. There are also incentives for growers
to retire marginal or environmentally sensitive to wildlife habitat or habitat friendiy
agricultural management scenarios. There are also agronomic practices such as

SLDFR Final EIS App_P4 State P4-4



Appendix P4
State Agency Comments and Responses

Ms Jacquemin
June 15, 2005
Page 2 of 3

_integrated cn-farm drainage management which the farmer can adopt to increase water
use efficiency and reduce discharges of irrigaticn water off the farm. We recommend
that the ultimate approach to these drainage-impaired lands be multi-faceted. based on
current farming technologies and management alternatives. as well as on land
capability. We recommend that the Bureau alsc fully inform affected growers of the
_options available to them in addition to permanent land retirement.

S5-02-1

Taking a “toclhox™ approach to the problem will also help affected communities whose
services depend an tax revenues generated by agriculture and agriculture-dependent
recreation. Conversely, land retirement could have significant economic impacts on
these communities. Local businesses, local governments, schoo! districts, regional
employment will all be affected. the extent of which is dependent upor the acreage
retired and the importance of agriculture to the local economy. in addition. land
retirement could result in significant loss of jobs resulting In environmental justice
concerns. Thus, we recommend that the Bureau also investigate any environmental
justice issues associated with the displacement of farm workers resulting from land
retirement.

S5-02-2

The handout distributed at the July 5" public hearing in Sacramento for the draft EIS
specified that with respect to retired lands there is the assumption “that retired iands
would be fallowed or managed as dryland farming or grazing lands”. Managament
strategies for different plots of retired tand will of course vary on a case-by-case basis,
but the Bureau should previde much more detail on the icng-term implementation of
§-02-3 | these strategies. Remediation of saline sodic soils and shallow water tables and control
of agricultural pest including weed, invertehrate, and vertebrate pests would be among
several actions needed to restore and maintain permanently retired drainage impaired
lands. Conversion of large acreages of agricultural land to wildlife habitat will be a
costly and time consuming process and finding a government agency or private entity
willing to embrace these land use planning and financial responsibilities will be
| challenging.

CDFA is aware that agricultural entities such as Westlands Water District (WWD), the
Exchange Contractors, and other affected districts have advocated land retirement as a
drainage service component in the publication "Westside Regional Drainage Pian
(WDRFY. WWD in particular has developed the documents “LLand Retirement in
Westlands Water District” which attempt to respond to the concerns raised in this letter,
among others.  WWD proposes several beneficial uses for lands which no longer
receive Central Valley Project water such as dryland farming. wildlife habitat restoration,
and even econcmic development. Again, CDFA supports the mulli-faceted approach
advocated by WWD, but stresses that it is important to maintain the agricultural
sustainability of the land either through modified farming practices or different cropping
strategies, CDFA does not support permanent conversion of potentially productive
agricuttural tand along highway corridors to development that closes all future options
for food production on these lands.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P4 State P4-5



Appendix P4
State Agency Comments and Responses

Ms Jacquemin
June 15, 2005
Fage 3 of 3

Thank you for the opportunity to cormment on the Draft EIS for the San Luis Drainage
Feature Re-evaluation. If you have any guestions. please contact Matthew Reeve of
my staff at (816) 651-9446.

Sincerely,

L

h,\‘ £

Steve Shaffer, Director
Office of Agncultural and Environmental Stewardship

RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-02

S-02-1
See Master Response ALT-S1 regarding source control assumptions for the project alternatives.

S-02-2

Economic impacts of project alternatives are discussed in Section 17.2. Environmental justice
issues are described in Section 18.2.

S-02-3
Long-term management planning of retired lands is discussed in Master Response ALT-L1.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P4 _State P4-6
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COMMENT S-03. STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD, GITA
KAPAPHI

‘ﬂ“"?\‘ State Water Resources Control Board
v Division of Water Rights

10511 Serees 14 Floor ¢ Sacrumente. altbemis 93803 ¢ 210040 3300
Alan C. Llovd, Ph.D. PO Bow 200 ¢ Sacramento. Califorma 9551 72- 2000
Agency Seoipten Fan: 9EB.301 400 » www wateitighls -.a gov

jUL 1 8 2009

Gerald Robbins

LS. Bureau of Reclaumation
Mid-Pacilic Region

2800 Cottage Way
Sucramento, CA 93825

Dear Mr. Robbins:

FOR THE SAN LUIS DRAINAGE FEATURE RE-EVALUATION

Thus letter concerns the Druft Environmental Impact Swatement for the San Luis Drainage Feature
Re-Evaluution (DEIS) dated May 2005, The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board). Division of Water Rights (Division) provides the following comments on the DETS
pursuant to the Jupe 3, 2003 public notice of a 60 day public comment period. The Division’s
comments pertain 1o Section 5 of the DEIS concerning surface water resources.
The DEIS does not include any discussion of the impacts of the various alternatives on flows in
the San Joaguin River and the Delta. State Water Board Decision 1641 (D-1641) requires the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation {USBR) 1o meet specified flows from February through April 14 and
May 16 through June. USBR has not met these flows on severat occasions trom 2002 through
2004 and indicates that it will have difficulty meeting the flows in the future. The IEIS should
§-03-1 | disclose how the various aliernarives may atfect USBR’s ability to meet the flow cobjectives and
should propose-appropriate imtrgation tor my mmypacts o tows. - Tnaddmon, the BPELS shoald
disclose what, if any impacts the various aliernatives may have on meeting the Delta Outilow
Obijectives included in D-1641 for which the Department of Water Rescurces {DWR) and USBR
are respoasible for meeting, Further, the DEIS should discuss what if any, impucts the various
alternarives may have on water jevels in the southern Delta, and consequently southern Delta
agriculture.

The DEIS generally states that the two Delta disposal alternatives will not violate water quality
objectives. However, the DEIS does not specifically discuss the impacts of the alternatives on
meeting the 0.7 mmhos/cm Electrical Conductivity ( EC) objective tor the protection of
agricultural uses at rhe following locations in the southern Delta: the San Joaquin River at Brandt
Bridge {Station C-6): Old River near Middle River (Station C-8); and Old River al Tracv Road
S$-03-2 | Bridge (P-12) 1the merior southemn Delta sites) thar DWR und USBR are responsibie tor meeting
pursuant to D-1641. The Division understands that DWR und USBR will not be able to meet the
0.7 mmbosicr EC objective at the intenoer southern Delta locations during the summer of most
vedrs without construction of phvsical facilities 1and may have ditficuity meeting the objective at
rhe Brandt Bridge site even with consuuction of physical facilines). Accordingty. the DEIS
should discuss how the Dells disposal alternatives will affect waler quaiity at the intenor

California Environmental Protection Agency

__'D’ Recvyieg e
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Gerald Robbins -

southemn Delta sites, including when and if the objectives are already being violated and it
physical facilities are ur are not constructed,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. If you would like to discuss these
vomments, please contact Diane Riddle, the Environmentul Scientist assigned to this matter, at
(916) 341-5297.

Sincerely,
o

T A gl
i ey

C}m Kapahi,-Ch_ief
Special Projects Unit

co:  Carl A Torgersen, Chiet
Front Otfice '
Californiu Department of Water Resources
P.0O. Box 942836
Sacramento, CA 942836

Denna E. Tegelman

Regional Resources Manager

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

2800 Cottage Way. U
Sacramento, CA 93825

Ronald Milligan
Mid-Pacific Region Otfice
T..5. Bureav of Reclamation
2800 Cortage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Cathy Crothers

California Department of Water Resources
1416 9% Streer

Sacrametito, CA 58S

Rudy Schnagt

Central Vallev Reglonal Board
11020 Sun Center Drive #200
Rancho Cordova. CA 95670-6114
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-03

S-03-1

Section 5 has been revised to include a discussion of changes to flows in the San Joaquin River
and Mud Slough. A new Appendix D2 has been included in the Final EIS and provides results
from CALSIM Il modeling conducted to evaluate changes in flow at VVernalis. Appendix D4 has
also been modified to include an evaluation of changes in flows in Mud Slough. As shown in the
appendices and the revised Section 5, changes in flows are not significant for the action
alternatives as compared to No Action. Therefore, changes in water levels in the South Delta
(further downstream from Vernalis) are, by inference, also not significant.

S-03-2

The incremental maximum monthly contribution to electrical conductivity (EC) from the Delta
Disposal Alternatives at Clifton Court Forebay (the modeled station nearest to the San Joaquin
River at Brandt Bridge, Old River near Middle River, and Old River at Tracy Road Bridge) was
calculated to be 13.6 mg/L or 18.1 umhos/cm (see Table 5.2-7 on page 5-69 of the Draft EIS).
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COMMENT S-04. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, ANDY

GORDUS
.-‘"4'15{' (;’Uu',[’z!’ )}
. . ,:>{; " L /f," / )\ ‘-(TT:.'J\‘
I'he EIS was well written and presented a number of conceptual “ '~ ¢ i
ideas such as: [Trosnd, T

landscape designs, land retirement plans, project site designs,
management plans, and mitigating factors for the operation of a
Federal drainage system.

Our primary concern is the lack of infermation in the document.
Providing mitigation compensatory habitat was mentioned but no
$-04-1 | conceptual locations, design plans, management plans, land
|_ownership, or economic analysis.

[ The purpose of an EIS/ICEQA document is for full public disclosure
for the entire project, including all mitigation concepts, not wait until
$-04-2 | later to discuss. The EIS provided start-up and annual costs for each
of the alternatives, but without including mitigation habitat cost
estimates, the current cost estimates could be significantly skewed.

s-04-3a | Wintering impacts. Recommend that an avian wintering impact
|_analysis section be added to the document.

Retired lands. Planned far continued agricultural use.

S-04-3b
The Department recommends that some of these retired lands

be restored back to native upland habitats.

Costs. The federal project will require intensive management and
monitoring to operate and to protect the environment.

Wil the Federal Government commit to providing the staff and
s-04-4 | funding, in perpetuity, to properly operate these facilities, especially
during lean times and under changing political philosophies?

Water flows to Mud Slough and the San Joagquin River.

Another concern is the loss of flows to Mud Slough and the San

Joaquin River. Over the years, fish and wildfife have become
S-04-5 | dependent on current water flows and the Department recommends
that Reclamatian provide mitigation flows to this system for fish and
wildlife.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-04

S-04-1
See Master Response MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning.

S-04-2

The EIS is a NEPA document, not a joint CEQA/NEPA document. The depth of analysis
required in an EIS should be commensurate with the decision that is the subject of consideration.
The purpose of this EIS is to provide an environmental analysis among drainage service
alternatives. Sufficient information has been provided to allow for an environmental comparison
of those alternatives.

Reclamation has developed mitigation cost estimates for each alternative based on the revised
Section 20 and included them in the Appendix O of the Final EIS. A review of these cost
estimates indicates that mitigation costs for each alternative are of a similar magnitude and
would not significantly change the relative costs among alternatives.

S-04-3a
See Master Response BIO-3 in regard to impacts to wintering birds.

S-04-3b
See Master Response ALT-L3 regarding future uses of retired lands.

S-04-4
See Master Response ALT-ML1 in regard to project funding.

S-04-5

Section 5 has been revised to include a discussion of changes to flows in the San Joaquin River
and Mud Slough. A new Appendix D2 has been included in the Final EIS and provides results
from CALSIM Il modeling conducted to evaluate changes in flow at VVernalis. Appendix D4 has
also been modified to include an evaluation of changes in flows in Mud Slough. As shown in the
appendices and the revised Section 5, changes in flows are not significant for the action
alternatives as compared to No Action. Because the effects are not significant, no mitigation is
required.
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COMMENT S-05. DELTA PROTECTION COMMISSION, LORI CLAMURRO
ST CF :iL '—:=.M & 'P'EU':F }:C".l,!‘-!.‘"_:'z‘_i’;f_‘.i‘-h',._'i-— L . o . _—fx_'}",-d: SC::}L';‘«P._.’,'_EEEGCEFL.G.?: G
DELTA PROTECTION COMMISSION
14215 RIVER (06D - R
PG 8GN 330 . AR
WALNLT ROV
Yhane J o 77 B,

SAX 19181 TT6- 1293 i

E Al gpoviatinkaont Home Trge. wan et Lm my B

Fet BN 2llos
July 28, 2005 - tal

Ms Claire Jacquemin N
11.S. Bureau of Reclamation ) T
2800 Cottage Way, MP 700 ' L
Sacramento, CA 95825 T
Subject: San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Draft Environmental Impact

Statement {DEIS) (May 2005)

Dear Ms Jacquemin,

. I am writing to submit comments on the aforementioned DEIS, I was in attendance at a
scoping meeting held January 31, 2003, in Sacramento regarding the project, and have
been monitoring the progress of the project for several yeass. The Delta Protection
Commission itself has not had the opporfunity to review the DEIS or these comments, so
these are staff comments only. As the proposed project is sponsored by a federal agency,
these comments are advisory only.

The Delta Protection Comunission is a Stat¢ land use planning agency with appeal
authority over certain local government actions. in the Primary Zone of the Delta; both the
Commission and the Primary Zone portion of the Legal Delta were created by the
Legislature under the Delta Protection Act of 1992. Since its inception, the Commission
has been very interested in San Luis Drain and Grassland Bypass Project issues, and has
been active in participating in these projects, due to their possible impacts to the Delta
and its waterways. In 1995, the Commission adopted Resolution 95-3 regarding the San
Luis Drain; [ have enclosed a copy of the resolution for your information. The resolution
states that the Commission would take positions on the development of options
addressing disposal of agricultural drainage from the San Joaquin Valley, with the intent
of ensuring that any preterred alternative would enhance the natural value of the State’s
aquatic habitats and maintain or enhance Delta water quality.

The DEIS outlmes seven alternatives that the UJ.S. Bureau of Reclamation is considering
regarding the Sar Luis Drain project: one involving ocean drainage disposal, four
involving in-valley drainage disposal, and two involving drainage disposal in Delta
locations (Chipps Island and Carquinez Strait). The DEIS identifies two “preferred
alternatives™ ~ the agency-preferred alternative and the environmentally preferred
alternative. The DEIS states that at this time, the Bureau of Reclamation anticipates that
its preferred alternative will be one of the in-vallev/land retirement alfernatives (or some
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variation of themn); it also states that no environmentaily preferred alternative has been
identified because all alternatives have significant negative environmental effects.
It appears that the Bureau’s initial preferred alternative (one of the in-valley disposal/land
retirement alternatives) would conform to the Commission’s goals of maintaining or
enhancing Delta water quality. The Delta disposal alternatives would increase the
amount of salt and selenium in Delta waterways: the CALFED Bay-Delta Program has
S-05-1 | invested large quantities of money in water quality and wildlife habitat improvements in
the Deita that may be jeopardized if drainage waters are released into the Delta.
Additionaily, retirement of the drainage-impaired lands in the San Luis Unit provides the
opportunity for a one-time cost (land acquisition), with long-term water quality benefits
{from the reduced drainage coming off those acquired lands) overall,

In summary, the Comunission supports drainage management options that do not degrade
the quality of water entering the Delta, as well as options that atlow the Bureau to address
San Luis Unit drainage problems in-valley. You may contact me at (916) 776-2290 or
loridpe(@eithink.net with any questions on the Commission or these comments.

Sincerely,

Lori Clamurre,
Delta Protection Commission Staff

Ce: Mike McGowan, Chairman
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STA"E oF CALrFOﬁNIA - PETE WILSCON, Governor

DELTA PROTECTION COMMESSION
14216 RiVER ROAD

bC. BCX 530

WALNUT GROVE, CA  $5690

PIDNF: 914 7762290

FAX: $18) 776-2250

RESCLUTION 35-3
REGARDING THE SaAN LUIS DRAIN

WIEERZAS, the Sacramento-San soaguin Delta {Delza) is a
na:ural regource of statewide, national, and internatiomal
gsignificance, containin ‘rrpp‘aceabln resources, and it is the
policy cf the State tec recognize, preserve, and protect thossa
resources of the Delta for the use and enjoyment of current and
futurs generations; and :

WHEREAS, the basic goals of the State for the Delta includs
roctecting, maintaining, and where possible enhancing and
zs-oring the overgll gualizy of the Delta enviroawent;: and.

/ : :

WHEREAS, the Delta’s wildlifs and wildlife habitats,
including waterways, vegetated unleveed channel islands, .
wetlands, and ripariar. forests and vegetation corridors .are:.
highly valuable previding c¢ritical wincering habitat for
waterfowl and other migratory birds using the Pacific Flyway as
well as cerzain planc spédies,  various rare and endangered
wildlife species of birds, mammals, and fish, acd numeroug
arphibiang, reéptiles, and ZInvertebrates, that these wildlife
species apd their habitat are walaabls, unigue, and ixrreplaceable
ragources of critical stdtew1de significande and that it-Zg:ths
policy -of LHP Statz to preserve and protect: thege resources and
their diversity for cthe enjoyment of current and future
Jgereraticns; and .

WEZREAS, the resourcs va_ues of the LCel:za hava detericrated
and that further deterioration threatens the maintanance and.
sustalgakility of the Delta‘*s ec ogy, Zish and.wildlife
populations, recrsaticnal opporturiciss, and econonic
productivicy; and

WHERTZAS, the Delta Prcrectien Commission hags prepared and
wr2d a Land > anrd z the Pripary
rne Delta which enhanrce the
wvalass cf trﬂ 3 'an" ks and water gualiczy

enefiz
waTter qua
=0 or snha

suppertaed, ané reconmend

intakss zihould he
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WHEREZAS, the T.S. Bureau of Raciamation has been workin
wilth ld”dcwnera to minimize the volume cf agriculcural drainage
water and develop other metheds to address cthis matter

"in-Valley"; and

WHEREAS, on December 2, 132%4 Judge Oliver Wagnew ¢f the U.S
District Court fourd that the Bursan of Reclamaticn has an
ocbligatiorn tc provide drainage tc thes San Luis Unit and dirscted
che Bureau to apply for a dnsvha*uﬂ permiit for the San Luts
Drain; and ;

WHEREAS, the Commission strongly considerad adopting a
position of absolute prohibition of Delta disposal due to,
concerns related to water quality impacts; and

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Reclamation will develop a range of
options to address disposal of agricultural drainage generated by
the San Luls Unit; and -

WEEREAS, the State Water Resources Control Board will hold
hearings onr opticns devsloped by the Bureau of Reclamatioen; and

WHEREAS, other public agencies may hold hearings, workshops
“and other public negotiations and meetings regardirg long-tarm
raselution of agricultural drainage generated by the 3an Luisg
-Unit; ' -

: TEEREFORE BE 1T RESOLVED, the Delta Protsction. Commissi
will parvicipate in and take pogitions on various propossd
~epticns to addrass dispesal of agricultural drainags from the San
~Lais TUnit befors the State Warer Rasourceg Control Board or any
cther bpody aclding similar deliberatiors, witch the intens of
eﬁQurlhg that any preferred option will snhance the natural
valueg of -ne State’s aguatic habitats ard maintain or orhance
K

water quall“" of the Delta, especially at drinking water intas

23.

sdopted on July 27, 1395.

L pg

-Ftw-qk ﬂunar"f
325;; an j’

RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-05

S-05-1

The comment is noted. Reclamation does not propose to acquire land for retirement. Instead,
non-irrigation covenants would be negotiated with landowners.
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COMMENT S-06. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, ANDY G.
GORDUS

Statg of California - The Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

IPDEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
hitp: [ fwwa. dfg.ca.qav
San Jeaquin Vailey and Socuthsm Sierra Regon
1234 East Shaw Avenue

Fresne, Caiifornia 93710
(552 2434014

EUHu»..!or e
I--:’~”'T10N

July 29. 2005

Ms. Claire Jacquermin

United States Bureau of Reclamation
South-Central California Area Office
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700
Sacramento, California 95825

Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
—- San Luis Prain Feature Re-evaluation

The United States Burean of Reclamation (Reclamation) is under a court order to provida
agricuitural drainage on impaired landsfor the San Luis Unit pursuant to the San Luis Act
(Public Law 86-488) and as such, produced the above mentioned EIS under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Reclamation proposes a no action alternative plus seven
action alternatives including; Ocean Disposal, Bay-Delta disposal at one of two sites, and four In-
Valley Disposal alternatives. Reclamation has concluded that the Ocean and Bay-Delta Disposal
alternatives were not feasible. The Departmeni of Fish and Game {Department) concurs with this
conclusion. All four In-Valley Alternatives include the same basic concepts of identifving lands
that require: tile-drainage for crop production; tile-water reuse areas using sali tolerant plants; a
tile-water treatment facility using reverse osmosis; a selenium removal facility using
bivactivators; and up to four evaporation basins for saline water disposal. Three of the In-Valley
Alternatives include a Land Retirement Program using three different sets of criteria:
groundwater guality (lands with the worst groundwater quality), water needs (based on the
amount of irrigation water available to the San Luis Unit), and Drainage-Impaired Area Lands
(remove all poorly drained lands from irmgated agricultural production}. Reclamation did not
identify a Preferred Alternative in this EIS, but will identifv one of the In-Valley/Land
Retirernent Alternatives in the Final EIS and will decide which Altemative to implement in the
Record of Decision (ROD). Based on the Department’s review of this EIS, the In-
Valley/Drainage Impaired Lands Retirement Alternative appears to be the most economical
based on the annual Operate, Maintain, and Replace annual cost analysis, but the In- ot
Vallev/Water Needs Retirement Alternative seems to be the most practical.

Recausc one of the In-Valley/Land Retirement Alternatives will e selected as the
Preferred Alternative, the Department will concentrate our comments to these alternatives.

- E&N L2 00
Conserving California’s Wildlife Since: IS?IT ﬂ _/5:—@ E
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Ms. Claire Jacquemin
July 29,2005
Page 2

Should Reclamation decide to propose one of the other Alternatives. the Department requests
$-06-1 |that we have the opportunity to review and comment on these other and/or any new praposed
alternatives at o later date.

Owerall the EIS was well written and presented a number of conceptuai landscape
desigms, land retirement plans, project site designs, management plans, and mitigating factors for
the operation of a Federal drainage system in the San Luis Unit. However, providing mittgation
compensatory habitat was mentioned (see Page 7-118 “...detailcd mitigation plan fur the
preferred alternative will be in the Final EIS."; Page 8-25 “.. mitigation yet to be
determined...”™), but no conceptua: locations, design plans, management plans, land ownership.
or cost analysis was provided. The purpose of an EIS/CEQA document 15 fall public disclosure
for the entire Project, including all mitigation concepts, not wait until later to discuss. The EIS
provided stari-up and annual costs for each of the alternatives, but without mitigation
- e - L SOTRPORSAOTY-habitat-vostestimates, thecurrentcost estimates could be sigrificantly skewed.
Below are spme general comments to the EIS.

Costs: The re-use argas, evaporation-basins. and mutigation compensatory habitats will
require intensive management arid moriitoring to operate and to protect wildlife, particularly
waterbirds. Table ES-9 stated that the costs for each of the alternatives will exceed the current
Federal spending limit authorized under the San Luis Act. In addition, the past few Federal
Fiscal-years, the Department of Initerior budgets have remained level or have been slightly
8-06-2 |reduced. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) Refuge System has had a net
reduction in their budget the past few years. For example, if the mitigation habitat ownership
and/or management are Turned over to the Refuge Sysiem, will the Federal Government (i.e.
Reclamation) commit to providing funding to support staff to properly manage these additional
lands in their system, especially during lean times and under changing political philosophies?
The same is wrue should Reclamation offer these mitigation lands to the Department.

Mitigation hahitat: The EIS does not provide any conceptual plans for mitigation
habitats. The In-Valley Alternatives will require evaporation basins that range o size from 1,270
10 3,290 acres. Suggested mitigation ratios for the evaporation basins in the Tulare Basin ranged
from 10to 1to 1 to 1 in the early 1990°s to as low as (1.1 to 1 in the late 1990°s. Dr. Joe Skorupa
of the Service and Dr. Charles Hanson of Hanson's Environmental, Inc, developed breeding
mitigation habitat models (referred to as the Service Model and Hansen Maodel, respectively) for
the Tulare Basin evaporation basins. The Service Model is composed of two parts: 1]
Altemative wetlands within 3 miles of a basin, and 2} Compensatory wetlands beyond 3 miles of
a basin. The Hanson Model is for compensatory habitat cvaluation. Both Models have cifferent
approaches to evaluate mitigation acreages and will calculate a similar range of habitat acreages.
Neither mode] is perfect, but both are very good starting points for evaluating a range of
mitigation acreages, particularly for breedmg birds. The acreage ratio from both models usually
calculates to between (.1 to 1.0 and 1 to 1 ratios. The nex: set of questions that need to be
answered include: 1) whether alternative or compensatory hahitar or both 1s needed; 2) the

SLDFR Final EIS App_P4 State P4-17



Appendix P4
State Agency Comments and Responses

Ms. Claire Jacquemin
July 29, 2005
Page 3

locations and size of each mitigation type: 3) the feasibility in relation to costs to construct and
manage a mitigation site; 4) the practicality to manage the habitat; and 5) the habitat types to
provide. Alternative wetlands adjacent to an evaporation basin have demonstrated io provide a
dietary dilution to selenium in waterbirds (Gordus 1999, Selenium concentrations in eggs of
American avocets and black-recked stilts at an evaporation basin and freshwater wetland in
California.  Journal of Wildlife Management 63:497-501). However, nesting waterbirds have a
tendeney to tolerate hazing at an evaporation basin better than predator pressure at an adjacent
wetland. The alternative breeding habitat should have an electric anti-predator fence completely
surrounding the site. In addition, having up to four smail adjacent wetlands will require intensive
management and could be econemically infeasible to manage because they will be so widely
spaced apart across the Project area.

A 330 acre compensatory site {based on a 0.1 to 1 ratio for 2,290 acres of evaporation
— -basins}-wouid not be-econemieally-feasible to operate and -manage. - The Department believes
that approximately 4,000 acres is the minimum size to economically operate and manage as a
cont. | wildlife Area or Federal Refuge. Assuch, we recommend Reclamation provide at least 4,000
acres {which is appreximatély frem a 2:1-ratioto.a 1.5:1 ratio nsingthe groundwater and water
needs criteria) of hahitat-as a single biock of land on a vear-round basis. We further recommend
the land be centrally located within the vicinity of the Project area. The land should include a
reliable, optimal, clean water supply and should be managed to provide a diversity of habitats for
a variety of wildlife species across all seasons, similar to managed habitats currently in the
Federal Refuge system orin the State Wildlife Area system. The Department has a list of
properties that we have an interest in purchasing for developing into a Wildlife Area. Should
Reclamation decide to purchase land for mitigation habitat, we request Reclamation contact us to
further discuss opportunities that are available in the San Joaquin Valley and to guide the
development of mitigation habitat in the context of emerging conservation strategies. We further
suggest that Reclamation contact the Department to arrange a tour of the existing evaporation
basins and mitigation wetlands in the Tulare Basin.

Retired lands: The EIS does identifv how the retired lands will be purchased, either by
willing sellers or by erminent domain or a combination of both for each alternative. Reclamation
plans to use retired lands for agricultural use such as dry land grazing, dry land farming, and
fallow. The Department concurs that well managed large blocks of dry land grazing can benefit
sensitive native species. The Department recommends that some of these retired lands be
restored back to native upland habitats in mosaic of large and small large blocks with movement

§-06-3 | corridors between the blocks and existing native habitats on the west side of the San Joaquin
Valley and provide connectivity to the valley floor to the east. Examples of movement corridor
enhancement projects include habitat along stream corridors such as Silver Creek and Arrovo
Pasajero, others include fencing the California Aqueduct right-of-way, and installing wildlife
friendly crossings over the Aqueduct. The Department has a number of suggested corridor types
and locarions. and we further request that Reclamation contact the Department to discuss native
habitat restoration and corridor movement enhancement opportunities in the San Luis Unit.
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S-064

S$-06-5

5-06-6

8-06-7

5-06-8

S-06-9

Ms. Claire Jacquernin
July 29, 2005
Page 4

Onpe other concern the Department has is the transfer of water from the retired lands to
existing dry land farming/grazing areas in the San Luis Unit. Converting existng drv grazing
areas to imrtgated crops or permanent crops will have a significant impact to threatened and
endangered species in these areas.

Water flows to Mud Slough and the San Joaquin River (Page 7-77): Although
removing satt/selenium loading waters from State waters such as Mud Slough and the San
Joaquin River will improve water quality, another concern to the Department 1s the loss of flows
to these waterways. Over the vears, fish and wildlife have become dependent on these water
flows and the Department recommends that Reclamation provide freshwater mitigation flows to
this svstem for fish and witdlife.

Wintering impacts to waterbirds using an evaporation basin: The EIS presents a well

| written impact analysisfor-brecding birds-using-a-selenium-contaminated evaporation basin, but

does not present an analysis for wintering impacts, such as salt toxicosis and salt encrustation on
the feathers {see Gordus, et al. 2002. Salr toxicosis in ruddy ducks that winter on an agricuitural
evaporarion basin in California, Journal of Wildlife Diseases 38:134-131). We recommend that
an avian wintering impact analysis section be added to the docurment.

Specific Comments:

Page 2-23, Northerly Area Evaporation Basin: The second sentence states that the
proposed site lies next to a wildlife refuge area. Which refuge 1s 11? Alse on Figure 14-1. the
yellow code in the Legend indicates National Wildlife Refuges, but the yellow areas on the map
show both the Grassland Resource Conservation Districts and the Refuges as being the same.
This map needs some clarification.

Should an evaporation basin or reuse area be constructed and operated with 3 miles of a
wildlife refuge/wildlife arez or wetland conservation easement (i.¢. duck club), the Department
views this as a unique opportunity for Reclamation to implement full Level 4 refuge water
supplies to these wetlands on routine annual basis.

Page 8B-15, Reuse areas: The EIS indicated that the re-use areas will be managed to not
hold water or form puddles or pools, and as such, will not attract wildlife. The EIS does not
present conceptual management plans on how this will be achicved. Preventing puddles and
discouraging wildlife use i these areas is not vasily accompiishec as current pilot projects have
demonstrated. Another concern is the biomagnification of selenium, beginning with the salt
tolerant crops. Again, the EIS does not present a quantitative analysis, nor presemt any mitigation
and management concepts 1o address this issue. The final sentence m this section merely states
that this will be addressed later 10 ensure that no significant effects occur,

S-06-10 E Page 8-23, Species Sensitivity: First scntence. What does this sentence mean?
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Ms. Claire jacquemin
July 29, 2005
Page 5

Page 8-63, Mitigation Recommendations: This section provides basic conceprual
S-06-11 mitigation desigus for an evaporation basin, but no conceptal design 1deas for mitigation
71T | habitat. 1t refers the reader to Section 20, which provides no real conceptual designs or
management plans for mitigation habitats.

Section 20, Table 20-1: Under the mitigation column, it suggests that applying for and
obtaining a permit is mitigation. Although it is appropriate to identify potential permit
8-06-12 | requiremenits, this is & legal requirement, not mitigation for significant biological impacts as a
: result of the Project. Please be aware that obtaining permits for a project is a reguiatory
requirement and will not be considered a mitigating factor.

Pages 20-14 and 20-15: This section briefly mentions the development of mitigation and
8-06-13 | monitoring plans for selenium exposure. Reclamation also needs 10 add mmgauon and
. mortoRng-plans-fer-sali-ioxicosis-and-eterustation: ~ - -

Appendix B. Pilot Studies: The Pilot-scale water treatmuent facilities sudy results
indicated that salts and seleninm can be reditced on a small scalebasis. However, the ireatment
S§-06-14 | apparatus did plug up and fail on oceasions. It still remains unclear as to whether these facilities
can be designed and function efficiently on a large scale basis and on a daity basis throughout the
| year.

Appendix G. Ecological Risk, In-Valley Disposal Alternative: Page -3 states that
three evaporation basins will be tocated next to the reuse areas, but lists four evaporation basins.
Please clanfyv. Page (3-4: Backswimmers (Notonectidae) are another common mvertebrate
present in the existing evaporation basins. Page G-5: The 20-acre experimental cell at Westlake
Farms is ineluded as part of the total 740-acre basin. Also Cells A1A and A1B were re-
configured and are now part of the total 74G-acre basin. Page G-5: Section 23 at Westiake
Farms is 640 acres, of which a portion was flonded at any one time. Page G-6: Earcd grebes and
the American coot have histarically nested (floating nests) at the evaporation basins in the Tulare
Basin. These two species should be included as part of the breeding bird risk analysis. Page G-
12: ‘The Califomia least tern (Sterna antillarum browni), which 1s Federal and State-listed as
S$-06-15 | endangered, has nested at Westlake Farms south evaporation for a2 number of vears. Page G-17:
“Malformartions in devzloping fetus,” should include the term “embrve” seeing that this
discussion s mainly about birds, Page G-27: Mosquitofish (Gambusia sp.) are salt tolerant and
have become established and survived in some evaporation basins in the Tulare Basin, Page G-
45: Suggests overwintering birds have less duration on an evaporation basin than breeding birds.
This is inaccurate. Depending on the overwintering species (L.e. cared grebes/northemn
shovelers/muddy ducks vs dabbling ducks), somc bird species will more likely have longer
exposure periods than breeding birds. Migratinp birds that are passing through the area and birds
that loaf (i.e. black-bellied plovers) on the dikes during the day are least likely to have long term
exposure. Page (G-51: Presens a number of EC 5 selenmium threshold concentrations in eggs,
The EIS needs to clarify whether the Service threshold is an EC ¢ threshold or an EC5 threshald
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Ms. Claire Jacquemin
July 29, 2005
Pape 6

5-06-15 | 2nd whether these values are for an individual egg or 2 population of eggs. Page G-39: The
snowy plover 15 most likely a “trace metal” tolerant species, because this species co-evolved with
a salinc envirenment and prefers 10 forage  a saline environtnent. References: Reclamation
2001 1s not-cited.

cont.

If you have any questions regarding Ihese comments or wish to contact the Department,
please contact Dr. Andrew Gordus, Staff Environmental Specialist, at the address or telephone
number (extension 239) provided on this letterhead.

Sincerely,

D S0 it PhD

/ﬂn’b W E. Loudermilic
it Regional Manager

cc! Mr. Anthony Toto
California Regional Water
Quality Control Board
San Joaquin Valley Region
1685 E Street
Fresno, California 93706

Mr. Tom Maurer
United States Fish and
Wildlife Service
7800 Cottage Way. Room W-2605
Sacramento, California 95825

RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-06

S-06-1

The preferred alternative, the In-Valley/Drainage-Impaired Area Land Retirement Alternative, is
identified in the Final EIS.

S-06-2

Section 20 of the Final EIS has been revised to include additional details about mitigation and
adaptive management. Mitigation cost estimates are presented in Appendix O. Also see Master
Responses MIT-1 and ALT-M1.
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S-06-3

The comment is noted. Restoration of retired lands to native habitat is discussed in Master
Response ALT-L3. Reclamation does not propose to purchase land for retirement. Instead, non-
irrigation covenants would be negotiated with landowners.

S-06-4
See Master Response BIO-2 in regard to impacts to threatened and endangered species.

S-06-5

Section 5 has been revised to include a discussion of changes to flows in the San Joaquin River
and Mud Slough. A new Appendix D2 has been included in the Final EIS and provides results
from CALSIM Il modeling conducted to evaluate changes in flow at Vernalis. Appendix D4 has
also been modified to include an evaluation of changes in flows in Mud Slough. As shown in the
appendices and the revised Section 5, changes in flows are not significant for the action
alternatives as compared to No Action. Because the effects are not significant, no mitigation is
required.

S-06-6
See Master Response BIO-3 in regard to impacts to wintering birds.

S-06-7

The Northerly Area evaporation basin is located adjacent to Grasslands Conservation Resource

District land and the Grasslands Wildlife Area. The Final EIS has been modified to include this

information. The Grassland Resource Conservation District in Figure 14-1 has been relabeled to
accurately describe the area shown.

S-06-8

Providing full Level 4 water supplies to refuges is outside of the scope of this EIS. If feasible,
water supplies for mitigation habitat could be conveyed to refuges after use in mitigation habitat.
However, at this stage of mitigation planning, no assurance that such actions will be feasible can
be provided.

S-06-9

The possibility that reuse areas may attract wildlife does exist. Reclamation is evaluating
management concepts that would address such concerns. Management would make reuse areas
unattractive for use and/or interrupt the food chain movement of constituents such as Se. An
obvious consideration is the avoidance of standing water or ponding of water. Reclamation staff
is evaluating designs to prevent ponding. Another concept may lie in the types of vegetation used
at reuse sites. Tall, robust grasses may provide habitat for rodents, but the structure of that
habitat would reduce the availability of rodents to predators such as Swainson’s hawk.
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S-06-10

The first sentence on page 8-23 states: “No data could be found that relate dietary Se
concentrations to effects to the bird species most likely to nest and breed at evaporation basins
(recurvirostrids such as stilts and avocets).” This sentence indicates that no Se dietary toxicity
study results are available for these species. The following sentences indicate that the available
toxicity data for these species link observed effects to Se concentrations in egg tissue.

S-06-11

Section 20 has been revised to include more detailed mitigation and adaptive management
information.

S-06-12
Comment noted. No response necessary.

S-06-13
See Master Response MIT-1 in regard to adaptive management and monitoring.

S-06-14

See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and
technologies.

S-06-15

The text in Appendix G, Section G2.1, has been revised to clarify that four evaporation basins
would be constructed under the In-Valley Disposal Alternative.

A literature search was conducted to identify aquatic organisms commonly found in Central
Valley evaporation basins and included review of data on Tulare Lake Drainage District ponds
(Euliss et al. 1991), Barbizon Ponds (Tribbey 1988; Parker and Knight 1992), Carmel Ranch
Ponds (Tribbey 1988), Sumner Peck ponds (Parker and Knight 1992), Pryse ponds (Parker and
Knight 1992), and Meyers ponds (Parker and Knight 1989). Notonectidae were only found in
one study, and only in the least saline cells, where they comprise low number of the total counts
of swimming insects (Tribbey 1988; Tribbey and Beckingham 1986).

Appendix G, Section G.2.3.4, has been corrected to state that Westlake Farms Section 23
mitigation habitat is 640 acres.

Shorebirds are divided into “breeding” and “nonbreeding” categories based on their tendencies to
nest at evaporation basins. However, all bird categories (including divers such as the ruddy duck
and dabblers such as the American coot) are evaluated for both reproductive effects during the
breeding season and nonreproductive effects during other seasons. Results are presented in
Appendix G, Section G7.3.
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The first paragraph of Appendix G, Section G2.3.5, has been revised to include the California
least tern as a Federally and State-listed species known to occur at Central Valley evaporation
basins.

The second paragraph of Appendix G, Section G3.1.2, has been revised to state “malformations
in developing fetus or embryo).”

TLDD basins contain lower salinity levels than those expected to occur at the proposed
evaporation basins. In addition, the proposed evaporation basins will not have a hydraulic
connection to existing water bodies. It is possible but unlikely that mosquito fish will become
established.

The second paragraph of Appendix G, Section G7.2, regarding the duration of exposure of
overwintering birds at evaporation basins, has been deleted.

The Service-recommended threshold cited in Appendix G, Section G7.2.1.2, is based on a no-
observed-effects concentration of 6 mg/kg in eggs. This concentration has been clarified in the
document.

While it is agreed that marine bird species such as the snowy plover may be more tolerant of
trace metals than other species, no assumptions were made for this analysis because evidence is
limited.
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COMMENT S-07. CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD,
CENTRAL COAST REGION, ROGER W. BRIGGS
‘ v! " California Regional Water Quality Control Board | "
Central Coast Region

Alan €. Lloyd - Arnold

~9€€‘_fﬁ"ﬂ")’,f0’J Intermer dddress: hup:/fwww.swich ca zovirwgeb3 : ’ Schwarzenegger
Environmenia 833 Aerovista Place. Suite tO1, San Luis Otnspe. Caiiforma 93441 BUREALDF -
Protection Phone (SU51 349-3147 - FAX (BD5) 430367 QFFICIAL FILECOPY
nep
AUG t 2 2005
August 9, 2003 o R s e
1
oA v—
y . AL 5‘ ¢

Clare lacquemin

Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700
Sacramento, CA 95825

L R ——

Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT - BUREAU OF
RECLAMATION, SAN [EUIS DRAINAGE FEATURE REEVALUATION, SAN LUIS OBISPO
COUNTY

Thank vou for the opportunity to review and comment on the June 2, 2005 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) prepared for the Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) for the San Luis Drainage Feature
Reevaluation, We understand trom the DEIS the following:

“The project purpose is to provide agricultural drainage service to the Sun Luis Unit... In order to meet
this overall purpose and need, there are four related project objectives that were wed to develop the
alternatives cvaluated in this EIS:

*  Drainage service will consist of measures and facllities to provide a complete droinage
solution, from production through disposal, and avoid a peartial solution or a solution with
undefined components:

e Draingge service must be techmeally proven and cost-effective.

Drainage service must be provided in a timely manner.
»  Drainage service should minimize adverse ervironmental effects and risks”

“The EIS evalugres seven action alternatives in addition to No Action: in-Vailey Disposal, In-
Valley/Groundwater  Quality Land  Retiremenr, In-Valley/Water Needs Lund Retirement, -
Valley/Drainage-impaired Area Land Retirement, Ocean Disposal, Delia-Chipps Island Disposal, and
Deita-Carquinez Strait Disposal. Al of the alternatives would include common elements: on-farm and
im-district actions, drainwater collection svstems, regional reuse facilities, the Firebaugh sumps, and land
retirement of at leasi 44,108 acres. In addition to the common elements, the action alternatives iexcept
Ocean Disposal) imvolve varying levels of drainwater freatment freverse osmosis andior biclogical
selentum treatment) and/or additional land retirement before disposal.”

“The Preferred Alternative is 1o be one of the In-Vallev/Land Retirement Alternatives or some other
combimation of In-Vallev disposal and land retirement features”

“The Ocean Disposal Alernative would include the common elemems of all alternanves: on-form and
m-district actions. drainwater coilection systems, Delta-Mendoia Canal Dram, regional reuse fac:lmes
and land retirement. Reused draimwater would be collected from the regional_reuse

California Environmental Protection Agency l"'oﬁu
Vot D

ﬁ Hecycled Paper
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tremsported by pipeline to the Pacific Ocean for disposal. The pipeline conveyance system would lie
within the San Joaguin Valley from near Los Bunos southeast to just south of Kettfernan City and then
exiend southwesterly to the Pacific Ocean at Point Estero. The ocean diffuser would be approximately 1.4
miles offshore, at a depth of 200 feet, approvimarely 10 miles south of the southern boundary of the
Monterey Buy National Marine Sunctuary.

Comman Elements:

» Drainwater collection system

» Firehaugh Sumps (Delia-Mendota Canal Drainy
* Regional reuse facilities

Conveyance System — The drainwarer aqueduct for the Ocean Disposal Alternarive would include 211
miiles of buried pipeline, with three tunnels through the coastal range and 23 pumping plants and sumps.

Outfall - The aqueduct would have only one diffuser, located 1.4 miles off Point Estero, 10 miles south of
the Monterey Bay Narional Marine Sanctuary.

We have reviewed those sections of the DEIS that pertain 10 this agency’s jurisdiction, specifically the
Ocean Disposal Alternative, which proposes to convey 70,000 acreffeet per year of drainage by pipeline
w2 San Luts Obispo County and discharge it 1o the Pacific Ccean at Point Estero as noted above. We have
the (oliowing comments on the DEIS:
*» The Ocean Disposal Alternative would require the issuance of a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination Systerm (NPDES) permit from this agency for the proposed discharge of agricultural
$-071 dramage waters. As the name implies, the objective of the NPDES program is eliminate or
reduce discharges to surface waters, including discharges to the Ocean. A new large discharge,
as proposed under this Alternative, would be counter to this objective.

S-07-2 *  As aresponsible agency, and as part of the NPDES permit issuance, we would rely on.an adequate
and compiete NEPA/CEQA document.
S$-07-3 e A NPDES pemnit for this Altenative and discharge of this magnitods would include an extensive

Menitoring and Reperting Program for both the discharged effluent and receiving water.

* The DEIS does not adequately describe discharge effluent quality to assess impacts of the Ocean

Disposal Alternative. The DEIS must include an expected range of concentrations of all pollutants
S-07-4 with reasonable potential to be present in the discharge (including metals, mnrients, and pesticides)
to adequately determine if the discharge will be capable of complying with the water quality
objectives of the California Ocean Plan and Water Quality Contrat Plan for the Central Coast

Region.
8-07-5 e The DEIS does not adeguately provide a compiete description of thic environmental serting of the
outfail at Point Estero.

» The DEIS (Section 3.2.8.2) does not adequately provide a comprehensive evalnation of potential
8-07-6 and cumuiative impacts that could result-from the Ocean Outfali Alternative discharge including
water quality, bicaccumuiation, and toxicity. The document cuwrently does not describe those
impacts with any specificity.

California Environmental Protection Agency

a Racveled Paper
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§-07-7| ¢ The DEIS does aot adequately describe how the discharge will meet Ocean Plan criteria, including
eftfluent limitation and receiving limitations for all consiituents (not just Selerium).

s We believe it is premature to assume that no treatment would be required under the Geean Outfail
Disposai Alternative. Please explain why selenium biotreatment was provided for the Delta-Chipps
Island Disposal Alternarive and the Delta-Carquinez Strait Disposal Alternative, but not the Geean
Disposal Altemnative. When developing sffluent limits for a NPDES penmit. the Clean Water Act
requires that we consider both the technology available to freat pollutants {technology-based effluent

S-07-8 limits} and limits that are protective of the designated uses of the receiving water {water quality-
based etfleent limits). and implement the most stringent limits. In other wards, if treatment is
available that is capable of producing ¢ffluent selenium concentrations of 10 ug/L, we must linit
etfluent selenivm concentrations to 10 pg/L in the ocean discharge. The design of the ocean outfall
system seerns to ignore this requirement by refving solely on dilution. The need te treat the drainage
prior to ocean disposal must be addressed in the DEIS.

$-07-9 » Mitigation costs were not identified in Tabie BES-6 of the DEIS. These costs will likely be
considerable for the Ocean Disposal Alternative, and the DEIS should be revised include these costs.

= Pipeline right-a-way and land acquisition costs are not included in the DEIS’s Total Cost Estimates.
These costs will likely be considerable and will add significant expense under this Alternative (above
the $562 million total cost estimate). The DEILS should be revised 10 include these costs.

§-07-10

= The diameter of the pipeline proposed (42 inches) appears to be in excess of the capacity needed for
the proposed volume of agricultural drainage waters. Please clanfy why this diameter of pipe was
chosen,

S-07-11

* A new ocean outfall- would require: significant environmental review and pemmitting. from a niimbier
of Federal, State and local agencies. A Clean Water Act Sectiont 401 Certification will be required for
any work below the ordinary high water mark of any water bodies, including installation of the
proposed subsurface discharge structure.

§-07-12

» The DEIS does not adequately evaluate the water-quality impacts from construction of the pipeline
S-07-13 and outfall, including erosion. The DEIS erroneocusly assumes that impacts will be addressed and
reduced to insignificant by permitting, instead of properly addressing these impaets i the DEIS.

» The DEIS does not adequately evaluate the impacts to water quality, wetlands and marine habitat
due to pipeline construction across strearn crossings. The Regional Board prefers avoidance of
wetland disturbance to disturbance followed by mitigation. The sequence of our review related to
wetlands issues is: avoidance, minimization, and mitigation. Information that demonstrates that
the wetland impacts are not avoidable (e.g., water dependent) should be provided. If the project

$-07-14 impacts are not avoidable, information that impacts to wetland areas are the minimum necessary
for the project should be provided. When mitigation is necessary, in-kind, on-site mitigation is
preferred. In—kind mitigation means the mitigation wetland site will have similar function and
vaiue to that of the dismrbed wetland site. Any wetlands mitigation will require development of
an extensive long-term monitoring program that will effectively evaluate the success of the
mitigation project,

» As not all impacis have been fullv describet as noted above, mitigation measores identified in
$-0715 Table 20-1 of the DEIS are incomplete in regards to Aquatic and Wetland Resowrces, SE
Exposure and Bicaccumulation, and Surface Water Resources (none identified).

California Ervironmental Protection Agency

@ Recyelad Paper
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In conclusion, we believe the Ocean Disposal Alternative has a sumber of serious flaws as outlined by
our comments above, and should only be considered after all other options and alternatives have been

S$-07-16 |examined and deemed to be infeasible. As noted in the Executive Summary we support the DEIS’s
recommendation of Preferred Alternative - One of the In-Valley/Land Retirement Alternatives or
some other combination of In-Valley disposal and land retirement features.

We look forward to a response and incorporation of our comments into the Final Environmental Impact
Report. If you have any questicns, please feel free to contact Matt Thompson at (805) 549-3159 or Gerhardt
Hubmer at (805) 54204647.

f.

Sincerely.

Roger W. Briggs
Executive Officer
Ce:

Caroline Yates

U.5. EPA — Region 9
Nonpoint Seurce Office
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 54105

Representative Lois Capps
C/o Greg Haas

141 I Mfarsh Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Dan Berman-

Marro Bay National Estuary Program
601 Embarcaderc, Suite 11

Marro Bay, CA 93442

Bruge Ambo

City of Morro Bay WWTP
955 Shasta Avenue

Morro Bay, CA 93442

Terry Reeder

Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
3737 Main 51, Suite 500

Riverside, CA-92504-

Rudy Schnagl
Ceniral Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
11020 Sun Center Drive £200

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
SACEQAVCEQA Traoking\San Luis Obispo County\Burean of Reciamation San Luis Scicnium Drainage.doc-gh

California Environmental Protection Agency
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-07

S-07-1

As stated in Appendix L of the Draft EIS, the Ocean Disposal Alternative would require an
NPDES permit under CWA Section 402. Water quality effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative
in relation to CWA effluent limitations are discussed in Master Response SW-13.

S-07-2

The commenter indicated that CEQA compliance is Reclamation’s responsibility. No lead
agency for the CEQA analysis has been identified at this time, as described in Master Response
REG-2. The NEPA requirements for this project are being met by Reclamation’s Final EIS.

S-07-3

The comment is noted. Reclamation will comply with all monitoring and reporting requirements
of the NPDES permit and other necessary permits or regulations.

S-07-4

More detailed information has been included in the Final EIS to identify the full range of
contaminants likely to be contained in the effluent. See Master Response SW-13.

S-07-5

Master Response SW-8 provides additional information about the environmental setting of the
outfall area.

S-07-6

See Master Responses SW-13, SE-1, and SW-9 through SW-12 for additional details about water
quality, bioaccumulation, toxicity, and other effects related to the Ocean Disposal Alternative
outfall.

S-07-7

More detailed information has been included in the Final EIS to address the effluent quality of
the Ocean Disposal Alternative discharge. See Master Responses SW-13, REG-1, and GEN-1.

S-07-8

See Master Response SW-6 in regard to the need to treat discharge under the Ocean Disposal
Alternative.

S-07-9
Appraisal-level mitigation cost estimates are presented in Appendix O of the Final EIS.
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S-07-10
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to cost estimates for the Ocean Disposal Alternative.

S-07-11

The Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline diameter would be 36 inches or less. The text of
Section 2.8.1 has been revised to reflect this. See Master Response ALT-P3 for a discussion of
pipeline design.

S-07-12

The comment is noted. The project schedule for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is shown in
Section 2.8.2. Permitting requirements are discussed in Section 4.

S-07-13

Erosion control measures such as the use of BMPs to stabilize soils and restrict sediment
movement from construction areas are standard engineering practices that would be included in
the project design and implemented during construction. As such, they would be addressed in
detail in later design stages if the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further
consideration. Use of these measures along with similar measures required under the
Construction General Permit and Section 404 permit would render the effects from pipeline and
outfall construction not significant. Section 5.2.8.1 describes the use of BMPs for erosion
control during construction of the Ocean Disposal Alternative.

See Master Response SW-13 for additional information about water quality impacts to receiving
waters from the Ocean Disposal Alternative.

S-07-14

For the Draft EIS, wetland impacts due to pipeline construction were evaluated at an appraisal
level of design (see Master Response GEN-1). Additional feasibility and final design studies
would address specific wetland impacts to pipeline crossings once specific routes are selected.
Reclamation will address its regulatory compliance responsibility as defined through the CWA
and other relevant laws and regulations. In the permitting process, the project would be designed
to avoid impacts to wetlands to the maximum extent possible. Construction practices would be
implemented to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands. Mitigation for unavoidable impacts
would be provided.

S-07-15

Section 20 and other parts of the Final EIS have been updated to include additional mitigation
planning information. See Master Response MIT-2 for further discussion.

S-07-16
Comment noted. No response necessary.
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COMMENT S-08. CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD,
CENTRAL VALLEY REGION, KENNETH D. LANDAU

Q California Regional Water Quality Control Board

v Central Vallev Region
Robert Schneider, Chair
n . Llavd, Ph.D,
Frareines Sacraments Maip Office = -
Srvihunmend’ 1020 S S2nrer Dnve 9200, Rapcho Cordova, Califamia 956706412 5“3‘;%‘{;?:\_??:‘5% a ;ergger
Froeennn Fhore (908) 4bd-3201 « FAX (91 &) b4=1543 ARCENED

AL e watsrbuards Sa.govec o vablkey
= AUG 2 6 2605

23 August 2003 cae ] ,aj./ET“;E;-#.;E

ALK T D los™
Bureau of Reclamation, Attentien: Claire Jacouermn :

2800 Cottage Way, MP -700 i
Sacramento, CaA 95325

IMPACY STATEMENT

SAN LLTS UNIT DRAINAGE FEATURE RE-EVALUATION DRAFT ENVIR{IPNIMENT AT :g%/
T

[pank vou fer the apportunity t© comrent on the San Luis Drairage Fearure Re-evaluation Druft EIS.
5-08-1 | The Central Vailev Regional Water Quatity Control Board believes the besi solution o salt buildup in
the San Joaquin Raver Basin is out-ot-basin disposal. Seatf has gone on record with thig statement
numercus times apd the Board has formally adopted this position 1a the Water Quality Contral Pian
Jor the Tulagre Basin, 2* udition (Basin Plan). The In-Valley alternatives under consideration may
ailow for short-term :management of drainage and be a part of 4 longer-term sustainabie solution. bug

ultimarelw (f sait is not removed Trom the basin it will continue to impact water quality.
S-08-2 Regardless of the alternative selected, the Buregu should strive 1o minimize tueats 1o water gquality.

The draft EIS brings up a number of issues that sheuld be explained or investgated more fully before a
final alternative is selected, but the major areas of coacem o water quality in the Central Valley are:
S-08-3 1) The EIS does not provide tharough evaluation afveurce control as it relates to ..
implementation of drainage service.

2) The EIS dues not recognize that evaporation basins are an interim measure and there are
5-08-4 inherent drawbacky te their use. Evaporation basins are a tool ta manage, not solve,
| drainage problems.

S.08-5 3) The EIS does mor adeguately address the environmental consequences and feasibility of
e the rense, land retirement, treatment, and disposal features relied on 1o implement the
- alternatives presented.

These and other concerns are discussed in more deta] in the attachment, If you have any questions
regarding these comments. please call Gail Cismowskd at19716) 464-4608.

e e
f i T /
/ P P ;
[} P L e e

P :
KENNETH O. LANDAU
Assistanr Executive Otficer

R

CUTREVISERT

Califarnia Environmeniai Protection Agency

-i'“'r Aecveisd Soer
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Bureau of Reclamarion . - -

r3
]

23 August 2005

Arachment

cc: Carolyn Yale, US EPA
Tom Maurer USFWS
Mike Delamore, USBR. Fresto
Lonnie Wass. RBSF
Frances McChesney. RBB3S
Michas! Thomas, RB3
Lawrence Kolb, RB2
Sayed All, State Board
CGary Bobker, Bav Institute,
Thad Betmer, Westlands Water Distdct, Fresne
Andy Gordus DFG, Fresno
Jose Faria, DWR, Fresno
Terrv Young, Envirommneatal Defense
Ioe McGaban, Summers Engineering
Dennis Falaschi, Panoche Drainage District
Jetf Bryant, Firebaugh Canat Water District
Teresa Presser, USGS
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CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

COMMENTS ON THE MAY 2003 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT FOR THE SAN LUTS UNIT DRAINAGE FEATURE RE-EVALUATION

The Central Vallev Rectonal Water Qualiry Control Board believes that out-of-basin
dispusal of salt is the orly long-term, sustainabie solution *o the salinity and drainage
nroblem in the study area. However, since it appears that In-Valley altcrnanves are a
popular choice, it is likely that some combination of features of an In-Valley
alternative will be part of whatever {inal alternative the Bureau seiects. With this in
mind, staff has reviewed the DEILS for the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation
acd nered a number of arcas where further discussion is warranted.

Authorized spending limit
- The footnote o Table ES-Y states: “The Federal costs for each of the action

S-08-6 afternatives would exceed the current Federal spending limit authorized under the
Sun Luis Aer”. The DEIS dees not say how this factor affects implemnentation ot
this proiect. S - SR -

Evaporation basins
. The Tulare Basin Plan states:

“Subsurface drainage will be a constant threat to surface water and usuble

ground water, quality unless rhé disposal method is-adequate, Disposal must b2 in
wmanner thae isolates the salls in the drainage froor the usablie. ground waier

dody. in sone areus of the Basin, evaporaiew basing are used io concenerate

drainage water wid contain salts. However, svaporation basins cannot be

considered permanent sohution; due to wildfife impacts, M e cost af uinmare

sailt fispasal-ared favin closure (empfmsrs‘aﬂdedj‘ SIS S ST T e s

Evaporation basins are an iaterim measvre. They can Be used to manege but oot to
S-08-7 solve the salt problem.

The DEIS acknowledges the fact that evaporation basing will have unavoigabie
effects. The level of effect is going to vary based on a aumber of factors inchuding
the lncation of the facility, the bioavailability of the farm of selenium present, and
the facility design and operation. The drainage service area is within the Pacific
Flyway, the West Coast’s highly traveled avian wildlife cortidor. Evaporation
basins are wet spots within dry areas of much of the region, so the siting of these
nasins and their autigation counterparts will play a major part ‘n successfully
minimizimg witdiife exposme; Ever if thetoeador (5 optimat, extremely careful
managenrent-is necessary 10 minimize the attractive muisance aspect of evaporation
hasin operaton: (ar Fresno office regulates the cxisting evaporation basins in the
Tulare Basin, and statf has observed that there 13 4 great deal of variability among
them, Before propesing new evaporation. bagins, tire Bugesu shouldideweiop the.
$-08-9 :nrormatios in Section 2.4.1.5 and ¢ standard set of criterm. for basin design,
operation, <lcsure and post-closure maimenance, and make sure cost projections

5-08-8
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CVRWCCB
Commenss on DEIN
S-08-9 reflect the il coxt of best-maneyged hasin operation and closure. it is net clear
cont.|__ whether basin c'osure costs were tonsidered, but evaporation basins are waste
5-08-10 management upits sthject to the financial assurance requiremencs of Tide 27
el Section 20950 (f), California Code of Ragulaticns.
— Treatment efficacy
S-08-11 »  On what basis does the Bureau consider reverse osmests and biotreatment
e “proven technoelogies for drainage management on a large scale™? While RO and

various lypes ol biotteatment have been effective in certain industrial and
municipal settings, the agricultural drainage wreatment technologies discussed in
Appendix B aprear to ail be pilot-scale studies. Previous attempts at using RO at
Panoche Drainage District (PDD} failed due 1o membrane fouling. The
WaterTech Partners DP3-RO study cited in Appendix 3 included a pretrearment
S-08-12 step to minimize fouling but the project does not appear 10-have been completed.
Our utfice asked to be informed of progress and recetved a preliminary and {irst
quarter report but nothing more. Statf visited the project site shortly after release
of the quarterly -eport. While thic technoiogy appears to. be etffecnive at rernoving
salts, it was also clear that complete waste stream management was. not seriously
considered in the operating procecures being developed or in projecting costs for
a full-scale facility. Treatment system waste stream management must be taken
into account, as this wiil be essential to estabiish that RO or otherfechnologies arc
- in faet economical, feasible, and pose no threat of their own o the environment.

.+ The biotreaunenrt processes tharfhave been attempted in the Grassland Drainape
Area {GDA) bave net had remendeus success, according-to PBE:-staif. Arthe
Mareh 2605 Annual Salmity end Dramege Confererce amdt Selerium Syroposium,
every esearcher working on selenitur bioreatment reported that partial treatment
was possible, but partial meadures are zot gpmg_‘r_g’inunazmmmidhfe_ .
oI meel water quaiity vbjectives. Only one researcher { £pplied Biosciences)
clarmed w0 bave 2 process that could reduce sclenium concentrations ‘e acceptabie
levels, but the detection timit used in the study cited in Appendix B-is 2 concern.'

— And. as pointed out in the USFWS report (Appendix M}, it is premature to
$-08-13 assume the best results observed in a single pilot study will be consistently
- achtevable at full scale. [tis also Unportant 1o note that, according to information

on its website, Applied Biosciences typically works with industriat dischargers. it
has not vet heen sstabiished that sreatment on the scale needed in the Jdrainage
$-07-14 area can be performed affectively ot a cost that agneultural dischargers will {ind
acceptable,

Does the Bureau hiave 3 cputingency plan?
S-08-15 « Atthe end of Section 7, :be draft stares: 1 dermied td’omrarmg and Adapirve
Maragement lan would be developed for the Preferred Altgrmative, [t is

" The seyezmunn detection limut usen i toe stocv was 5 ug/L. For comparisern; dn oxistmg weter quadity
vbrective inr wetland supply chaunets n the region is 2 ug'L. The water quaiity objective in the San
“oaquin River s I ug/l. se.enium. An appropriate detecuon Lt should be Jower than the ohiective to
nat there is 10 contuswn between run-detect ‘evels und parely acceptable concentratons.
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S-08-15 ugderstandable that Zetailed plans would not be developed Jor ail alternatives ar

cont. g fime, dut were cost caps or time limits for adaptive management considered?
For example, if treatment techrologies tarn out to be less effective than the
$-08-16 preliminary results cited in the technical appendices would indicate, how: much
more mopey and time is the Bureau intending 10 sxpend to make that particular
clement work?

- Page 2-94 indicates that ihe In-Valley uitemarives are preferable in thay they are
flexihie and can be phased in over time; however, Hexibility is useless if the
options under consideration cannot perform as well as they need to at a pnice that
the users are willing o pay. The Fesiside Regional Dramage Plan’ makes it cleur
that the pardes seeking drainage service bave considered the possibility that In-
Valley solutions will te cniy partially effective. If that happens, an Out-of-Valley

S-08-18 solution would ultimately be needed. The Bureau needs 1o atso consider this
possibility and present reasonahle back-up prans if, as the project moves forward,
certain features are found 0. be considembly more expensive, technically
challenging or eavitonmentally problematm than ongmally anuc:lpated

Ecunon:uc cunmdemnnns

5-08-19 » How were project benefits quantified undes the \Jatmnai Econmmc Development

analysis?

S$-08-17

» The Preferred Alternatives discussion-on page 2-94- mdicetes that atthough the
dollar cost.of the [g-Valley/Drzlnage-Jmpaired Area [and Retirement.alternative
is.identified.elsewdere as high in relation to giher atersatives, the net henefit is

S-08-20 tavorahle. On page 2-78, the draft states “the In-Voaktey Dlisposal A.tema:m:was

stiil consistently less expensive than the least cost Out-of-Valley alternative,.

but the summary of estirmated costs in Table 2.12-1 does nut appeat to~smm

this, nor da Tables, 17-4 and 1 7-3 showmg. pro;ect:d,lmp{cmantaneﬁm&anmai

OM & R expenditures, respectivety. Please clamfy. ., S

= » Sectipn 12.2.3 brings up a-seriqus- igsue: Undc:tbz werst Gireumstances, costs of
project repayment could: he so durdeasome: thar growers: would simoply oot
S-08-21 participate in the drainage service provided.” [t appears:quite possible: that the
Bureau may end up addressing the court order by produging an elegany but
impossible-10-impiement plan, and draimage sarvice will-remain a paperexercise.
Or worse, consiruction will begin on a project that has no heneficlanes, leavmg
the public to pay the bill. and cleas up the mess (the drft discloses tharwithout
S-08-22 proper. management and mmitgation, many of the elermems of the In-Valley
alternarives pose a significan: environmental threat). This wonld nex be goed for
agriculture, ‘he environment. taxpayers, or water quality.

Surface water
S$-08-23 + Section § isurface water resowrces) focuses on the San Ioaguin River and ocean
and Delta dispasal sites b coes not zddress wetlands 1n depth. The Grasstand

- San .oaqum River Exchange Contraciers Waker Authority et ai. May. 2003
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Teological Ares on the gorthern horder of the drunage-impacted ared was
recently declared a Ramsar “Wetland of International Impornance”, so the male of
wetlands in the region is far from insignificant. Seetion 7 does mecticn wetlands
S-08-24 and wquaric habitat as tiological resources, hut wetlands are surfacs water
rescurces also. The affects on water quality in the wetlands and wvetland water
suppty charneis in the project area should be giver at least as much
consideraton as ne other surface walers :mpacted by thus project. Wetland
water quality was. after ail, 2 major *eason the original San Luig Drain was never
completed.

- Section 5.1.1.F states “none of the action altermatives would result in direct
discharge of drainwater to surface water resources in the San Joaquir Valley,”
which is true. However, direct discharge of drainage is not the only potential

$-08-25 source of surface water contamination. Contaminated seepage can 2merge at

unmanaged, sbandoped channels on retired land. Reuse argas and retired land wili
accumulate poilutants i surface scils and stormwater accamutation and/or minoff
will dissalve and mobilize the concentrated polhatants. Staff recently abserved
this in Broadview Water District, where rrigation has ceased, but water persists at
scatteted low points in the district.” Any alternative that inciudes iand retirernent
or teuse areas should address seepage and stormwater control.

— - Any discharge to surface water would require development and use of reatment
technolegies 1o reduce selenium concemrations and ether possibie pollutants to
5-08-26 levets that wall not adversely affect beneficial uses of the receiving water. As
described in the Treatment efficacy section above— thcrms oo PTOVETE treatment
technoieg'v available at ths. tme.

Fuail dmuage service e 2
+ The Notbermn Area’s existing reuse area Has demonstrated that dzamdge volume
reductions can be accomplished through carefisl management and diligenr
monitoring. When a reuse area is established, it may take several years hefore fuil
build-out; but development proeceds in @ rejatively predictable and steady
‘ashior. Lamxd retiremrent is a less congrolled process, The Buseaw’s land
retrement program has met with limited suceess in scquiring large blocks of
contiguous land from willing sellers in 2 timely manner,* Under the alternatives
with optiona] land retirement features ( that is, land eligible for retirement but not
$-08-27 vet retred), how will the Bureau insure that its phase-in of this program element
1s completed soon emeugh to make the assumptions. in these allernatives valid?
How will the Bureay ensare-that dramage reduetions due to land retirement

S-08-28 actoally meet the targets projected?

“Westtancs Water Distnict, tne new owner ot Broadview Water Distticz, nas been noafied of the
rroblem.

The CYPTA jand rericcment program wvas authonzea m (992, Secoom 2.2, 1.7 indicates that only 2,091
Ul 07 osss:ble TN acres nothe studv srea nave Deen retired ander this proeram te-dale
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- Inaddinon to the umeiires shown in Section ? and the information provided in
Appendix ], it would be helpiul if a table was included to show how much project
development 1s cxpecied at various points in time for each altemnaltive, iacluding

5-08-29 Ont-o1-Vallev alternatives. For example, if construction of the selected altermative

is to st at fne ead of 2007, what does the Burcau anncipate wiil have been done

by 2010, 2013, erc; 2nc what volume of drainage would the project be capable of

managing at these points? Singe it is clear that drawnage service is aaticipated (o

be a drawn-out process, there should aiso be disclosure as ‘o what is likely to

oceur while the project is being phased in, such as continued. drainage impacts and
any remedial activities that wilt need 10 be undertaken 1n the:interim to get to an
end point where tfuil drainage service is provided and agricultural producion is
sustainable.

§-08-30

« Appendix C indicates that, based on what has been iearned in the existing
CGrassiand Reuse Area (Jocally known as the San Joaguin River Water Quality
Improvement Program ot SIRIP) “drains would not discharye water ta the reuse

S-08-31 facilities until construction of disposal facilities were within 2 years.of

completion’”. Tt should o peisedrous thar aithongh-the STRIP is active, only a

pornon of the area (approximately 2,500 acres) is currently equuipped to udlize

dramwater. Full build-out will be completed over an extended time period, largely
dependent oa the availability of funding. ‘The SIRIP has.been very successful in
competing for graot flinds, winch ma¥ have enabled the district tesproceed more
quickly than weuld otherwise have-been the case. If the' Bureauwdoes not intend to0
fnlly fund ail aspects of reuse fakeility construction and epemtion, fmore reuse

5-08-32 areas will likely mean more competition for the same grants and loans; and if the

Bureau does fizily fund-thesefeatmres at the guset, the Bureau wonldrbe seeking

¢ost recavery. The ability ofidee project beneficiazies to pag for fll development

of phased-in components.of the ln-Valley aiternatives will:atfect the Bureau’s
ability to provide drainage service “wittrout d:.}a;’ SThe assertionzthat noder the

[n-Vallev alternatives “compiete drainage service can begin sooner thar for the

Cur-of Val!ey Dmpo.mi -1!:emames”(p 2-95) sheuldr inglude ttns gavest.

»  Appsndix C alsa states: “Jf is reasonable (0 expect that not aII a_f_rhe areqs in the
drainage service ured within the Northern Area and within Westiands would have
on-farm drainage systems installed as a resuir of the project. Same farmers would
eiect nor ro install drains bused on specific site cormditions and 2conomic

$-08-33 consideranons™ and, “it is uniikely thar wholesele imsmilation of new systems

would occur within Westlands when drainage service is provided, The cost is
considerabie 1o instail 1he sysrems, ang u« farmer vaoubd-nestEto-be abie o fustify
zhe capital surfay.” Farmers that do not immediately; eloct W pasticipate in

Jrunage service wiil still reap some benefits as neighboring lands begin to drain.

How will the-Bureau ensuce thas passive participants Jir net kkave:sctive

participents to shouider the cotire burden of long-t2mm preject success? If few or

$-08-34 none Or the tarmers participate, the Pureau will not havesuccesded iz providing
drainage service.

L
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Source control

« It is not ciear Wiy spurce contred is not given a more prominent role in the

- _aiternatives. Simple (althoueh not cheap) contrnl measures exist and are proving
their worth in places like the Imperial Valley. Redesigning ule svstems to be
shallower 1nd more densely spaced would resuit in the coilection of drainage ‘hat
1s higher quality as it is less impacted by the very salty, very high selenium
groundwater found deeper in the aquifer. Higher quality drainage means lower
5-08-36 selemnum and salt loads are discharged. there are more possibilities for blending
and reuse, fields drain more effictently, and agricuftural land stays productive
longer. Quicker-draining fields also mean fewer oppormunitics for wildlife
expasure 0 contaminants, and impraved access for the fermer, which can be
important: tarmers cannot sell what they cannot barvest. This technique is in use
in the SJRIP but it should not be limited to reuse areas alone. The <osts may be
fhigh in relation to the ather features under consideration, but this tmaly is proven
technelogy with a long history of success on full-scale projects. Improved dle
S-08-37 systerns coupled with conservative water use could make a huge contribution t©
resolving drainage problems in the study area. Improved tile systems pose no
threat to wildlife and improve water quality by taking the most problematic
groundwater out of the equation. The same cannot be said for evaporation basins.

S$-08-35

+  Under all the aiternatives that include land retirement, it appears that the focus
$-08-38 will be on severely impaired lands. The 1999 San Joaguin Valley' Drainage
Implementation Propram report on land retirement indicates that-this may not be
the best strategy for sustainable agriculture: Based om the medelused in the study:

“In.the shorr-term, more. land is kepr productive &y retiring down-

gradient field (sic) than by retiring up gradientfields. [n the long term

more land is kept productive by retiring the up gradfent fleld . .
compared to the down gradient field :

The model igaked at the overall performance of a land retirement scenario
where 3 parcel containing both up gradient and down gradient felds was
retired. and found: :

By forestalling the up siope migration of the shallow water table zone,
retirement of an up gradienr parcel actuaily prorects e two flelds
located up siope along the ransect from future degradation.”™
S-08-39 Both immediate gains and long-term benetits need to be considered when:
selecung land suitabie for retirement. )
« In the San Jeaguin River. flow between Salt Slough and the Merced River is

largely denved from seepage trom the irrigated. iands 1o the Grassland Drawnage
Basm (the Northerly Acea), The drv season flows tymeally observed in this

fask 3: rang Retrement, _ana Reritement Technicai Commuttes. 3an joaguin Valley Drainage
‘raplemenation Program and LUniversky of Califorma saiimty/Dranage Program. 999
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streteh of river atest o the impact of passive drainage. Irrigated apslooe areas
without the enefit of a cownslope owti=t like the San Joaguin River ar adeep
drain channe] zontimue 10 drain, but instead of discharging, the drainage collects
downslope. This is why there is a drainage problem in the San Luis Unit.
Appendix 1, section I 2.1, addressed the potenual creation of salt sinks in the
regiorL and cites the Busch report: “Definite svidence of sait vink potential was
observed in the field The Jegree of this problem will be determined by the source
conirol measures practiced upsiope ” {emphasis added}. While creation of new
5-08-41 salt sinks and further degradation of downsiope lands may not accur during the
plannipg horizon used n this study, it 15 clear that the Bureau is aware that failure
- to address upslope drainage will eventually result in downslope salinity problems.
Under the land retirement scenarios, it is likely that water would e redisuibuted
5-0842 1o more productive, better-drained {therefore probably upslope) lands. Those
lands couid recerve water on 2 more consistent basis than curreatly. so drainage
— from those lands could also increase. The alternatives presented do not adequately
mitigate the etfect of continued or increased (mgation of upslope lands. Complete
S-08-43 drutnage service needs ‘o g0 beyond drainage collection, ‘reatment and disposal.
[{ source control is 1gnored, the problem will ultimately resucface.

5$-0840

Clarification

S-08-44 » According to the [nitial Study for the purchase of Broadview Water Distict by
Westlands Water District, BWD has 9.100 trrigable acres, so 9,100 acres should
be considered “retirable”, not the 10,000 acres used repeatedly in the DEIS.

It is clear from this document that significant critical information gaps still exist. The In-
Valley and Bay-Delta alternatives, in particular, appear to rely t0o heavily on technoiogy
S-0845 that has in fact. not been proven to be an environmentally safe, effective, long-term, cost-
efficient means of dealing with the volume and character of agricuitural drainage in the
'mpacted area; and features (€Vaporation basins), that cven when they are operated
aroperly, cannot completety avoid adverse effects. There are elements of the Io-Valley
alternatives that may provide some draipage relief in the short term and buy ume for _
5-0846 :mplementation of 3 long-term plan, but the Regional Board has long held that an out-of-
wasin drain i3 the best solution to sait build-up in the Valley and this document provides

0o reason to alter that position.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-08

S-08-1, 2
Comments noted. No response necessary.

S-08-3
See Master Response ALT-S1 for a discussion of source control planning and analysis.
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S-08-4

Evaporation basins are considered to be an effective method for reducing the volume of drainage
during the 50-year planning period for the In-Valley Alternatives.

S-08-5

The comment is noted. Reclamation has addressed the environmental impacts of the proposed
project in sufficient detail to evaluate the relative environmental impacts among project
alternatives. See Master Response GEN-1 for a discussion of the level of detail of the EIS
analysis.

S-08-6

Since all of the action alternatives would exceed the current Federal spending limit authorized
under the San Luis Act, Reclamation is required to obtain Congressional authorization to
increase the project funding ceiling for the San Luis Unit. In addition to authorizing an increase
in the spending limit for the San Luis Unit, Congress must also provide annual appropriations to
fund the final design, construction, and acquisition phases required to implement the features of
the selected alternative.

S-08-7

See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and
technologies.

S-08-8

Reclamation agrees with the comment. See Master Response MIT-1 for a discussion of adaptive
management and monitoring.

S-08-9

Additional details on construction, operation, and closure of evaporation basins will be
developed in a separate feasibility report, which will be available after the ROD.

S-08-10

Based on the cost-estimating assumptions described in Section 2.12 of the Final EIS (primarily
the 50-year project planning period), evaporation basin closure costs were not included in project
cost estimates for any of the In-Valley Alternatives, including alternatives that include land
retirement.

Cost estimates for each alternative were prepared in accordance with Reclamation instructions
for appraisal-level studies (see Master Response GEN-1). Appraisal-level cost estimates are
based mostly on existing information with a very limited amount of new data but are adequate to
support a preliminary assessment of alternatives. The level of data and sophistication of the
analyses are adequate to support a decision whether the alternatives should be carried forward for
more detailed analyses and cost estimates (i.e., feasibility level) or eliminated from further
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consideration. This decision is necessarily subjective, based on existing data, input from various
specialists, and the judgment of Reclamation personnel.

S-08-11

See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and
technologies.

S-08-12

Management of the RO waste stream consists of biotreatment for Se removal, followed by
volume reduction in evaporation basins and in-place salt burial. Costs for RO waste stream
management are included in the total project costs. See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to
the evaluation of water treatment options and technologies.

S-08-13

See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and
technologies.

S-08-14

See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and
technologies.

S-08-15, 16

Adaptive management strategies pertain to uncertain future environmental impacts and are not
related to uncertainties in treatment. Biotreatment and RO treatment technologies have a
demonstrated track record for full-scale Se removal and desalination, respectively, and have been
commercially available and implemented at many locations in the United States. See Master
Responses MIT-1 and ALT-T1 for additional discussion.

S-08-17
Comment noted. No response necessary.

S-08-18

The comment is noted. See Master Responses MIT-1 and ALT-T1, which discuss adaptive
management and monitoring and the evaluation of treatment technologies, respectively.

S-08-19

As described in Section 12, the benefits of providing drainage service were estimated as the costs
avoided relative to the No Action Alternative. These avoided costs fall into three categories:

e Irrigation management costs
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e Net revenue losses resulting from the restricted crop mix
e Net revenue losses from land retired

Additional benefits were also estimated for the Land Retirement Alternatives based on the
reduction in cost of acquiring irrigation water for retired land or, if enough land is retired, the
increase in agricultural production resulting from reallocating irrigation water from the San Luis
Unit to irrigate other CVP land.

S-08-20

The summary of estimated costs shown in Table 2.12-1 does not include cost estimates for any
Out-of-Valley Disposal Alternative that incorporates land retirement. Therefore, this table is of
little value for comparing In-Valley/Land Retirement Disposal Alternatives to Out-of-
Valley/Land Retirement Disposal Alternatives. The results of the analysis comparing the various
land retirement alternatives to each other are presented in Appendix K.

Likewise, the costs presented in Tables 17-4 and 17-5 are specific types of costs and should not
be used alone to compare one alternative to another. Costs shown in Table 17-4 are project
implementation expenditures or an estimate of the outlay of capital required for initial
construction and startup of the drainage facilities. Table 17-5 lists the annual operation,
maintenance, and replacement costs (including energy costs) required to operate and maintain
project facilities over the 50-year planning period.

S-08-21, 22
The comment is noted. Repayment was developed as part of the Feasibility Study.

S-08-23

Aquatic and wetland resources are addressed in Section 7 of the EIS. See also Response to
Comment S-08-24, below.

S-08-24

No direct discharges from the Northerly Area or Westlands to adjacent wetlands are allowed or
anticipated under existing conditions or all future conditions. Occasionally, storm event flows
originating in the drainage area upslope from the Northerly Area are bypassed into wetland
supply channels in accordance with the Storm Event Management Plan for the Grassland Area
Drainage Project. These flows would likely continue under the action and No Action
alternatives. Unplanned and uncontrolled seepage into wetland water supply channels is
discussed in Section 5. Seepage into unlined wetland supply channels may increase under the
No Action Alternative as a result of the rising groundwater table. Water quality of wetland
supply water from the Delta Mendota Canal will improve under the action alternatives due to the
treatment and disposal of sump discharges that are currently discharging into the canal. This
effect is further described in Section 5.
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S-08-25

Unmanaged seepage can conceivably emerge from unlined and abandoned channels if the
channel bottoms are deeper than the water table. Reclamation recognizes that shallow
groundwater moves to drains in downslope areas where no irrigation occurs. However, the
volume of this seepage is minimal and can be managed. Substantial data and analysis show that
the primary factor affecting seepage and drainage is irrigation. Land retirement will thus remove
the primary factor influencing drainage. Furthermore, the potential for seepage and pollutant
accumulation is reduced as a result of land retirement. For example, in Westlands Water District,
an ongoing Reclamation land-retirement demonstration project points to local irrigation as the
primary influence on shallow groundwater levels; groundwater levels declined underneath the
retired lands.

Similarly, the reuse facilities are managed operations and are assumed to include subsurface tile
drains. These drainage systems will be designed to collect percolating reuse water to prevent
rising water levels, excessive salt accumulation, and downslope migration of water and dissolved
constituents.

S-08-26
See Master Responses ALT-T1, SW-13, SW-9, SE-1, SW-4, SW-5, SW-1, and SW-3.

S-08-27

If an alternative involving land retirement is selected and funded, Reclamation will offer land
retirement in place of drainage service to owners of all eligible lands. Participation in the land
retirement program will be at the discretion of the landowners. However, no drainage service
will be provided for lands identified for retirement. If participation is less than anticipated, an
adaptive management approach will be developed to ensure that the selected alternative is
effectively implemented.

S-08-28

To ensure that drainage reductions due to land retirement actions are met, Reclamation will
construct facilities designed to handle only the volume of drainage projected for the selected
alternative. If land retirement actions are more or less effective than projected, Reclamation will
have the opportunity to adjust facility designs or the land retirement program during the adaptive
management phase of implementation. It should be noted that the project construction schedule
allows for half of the drainage facilities to be constructed immediately and half to be constructed
in 15 years, allowing ample time to adjust the land retirement program or facilities if necessary.

S-08-29

Section 2 in the Draft EIS provides a graphical representation of the project schedule including
the initial construction period for all alternatives. For the In-Valley Alternatives, approximately
half of the drainage reuse and treatment facilities would be constructed during the initial
construction period, which depending on the alternative would range from 2 to 6 years.
Additional facilities would be constructed 10 to 15 years later depending on the rate at which in-
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field drains are installed. Construction of the Out-of-Valley Disposal Alternatives would take
place over a longer time period, ranging from 6 to 8 years, and costs would increase during this
timeframe to approximately $100 million per year.

S-08-30

Drainage impacts are described in the Draft EIS. The schedule for implementation presented in
the Draft EIS shows that drainage service will be provided as farmers install tile drains. The
implementation details are provided in the Source Control Memorandum. The remedial action is
providing drainage service, and this will occur over time.

S-08-31
Comment noted. No response necessary.

S-08-32

See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs.

S-08-33, 34

From a water balance perspective, participation in drainage service through installation of on-
farm tile drains by less than the estimated two-thirds of growers will result in a water in-balance
and will not achieve the desired effect of stabilizing the water table rise. However, as with land
retirement, the drainage benefit of lowering the shallow groundwater table is most apparent in
fields with drains. As such, ancillary benefits obtained from neighboring fields are unlikely to be
sufficient to allow salt balance in the crop root zone, which would provide an incentive to
participate in the drainage service program.

S-08-35

See Master Response ALT-S1 in regard to the evaluation of source control actions.

S-08-36

Tile drain depth also plays into the timing of the flow from the tile systems and the amount of
groundwater storage available above the drains. These two items (timing and storage) have an
important impact on the flow to reuse in a manner that reuse can best use the drainwater.
Drainflow from reuse to the treatment plants downstream from reuse also requires regulation
(deeper drain depth) to make the treatment plants more economical and efficient. These reasons,
both timing of flow and potential groundwater storage to regulate drainflow, make it necessary to
use drain depths 1 to 3 feet deeper than usual.

S-08-37

Estimates of future tile discharge include conservation measures that will be implemented to
minimize the amount of future tile drain water that will have to be dealt with. Evaporation pond
sizing will be based on the smallest size feasible to provide adequate disposal.
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S-08-38

The Draft EIS used a three-dimensional numerical groundwater-flow model (originally
developed by the USGS) to analyze how shifts in water sources (imported surface water and
local groundwater), water application rates, and land use potentially affect groundwater levels
and flow in upslope and downslope areas. The Draft EIS did not consider the elimination of
lands outside the drainage-impaired area (upslope lands) from irrigated agricultural production.
Candidate lands for retirement were located within the drainage-impaired area, and their
retirement reduces the estimated drainflow volume produced.

From a drainage study area perspective, the expected benefit of retiring upslope lands is linked
with the source of irrigation water applied to the remaining active lands. For example, irrigation
with local groundwater can have a beneficial effect relative to water table conditions. The
extraction and consumption of local groundwater increases the forces driving groundwater
movement into deeper portions of the aquifer, decreases the total volume of water stored beneath
the subsurface, and lowers the elevation of the water table. In contrast, upslope irrigation solely
with imported surface water reduces local groundwater consumption and can exacerbate shallow
water table conditions.

In the Draft EIS, alternatives considered that include a land retirement component assume that
local groundwater use remains constant, regardless of whether or not surface-water supplies are
redirected within the districts. In this way, the pumping benefit is maintained and total applied
water necessarily decreases as lands are taken out of production. The land retirement alternatives
are therefore designed to meet three objectives: reduce drainflow volume, improve the quality of
drainflow to be treated, and minimize the area underlain by a shallow water table by maintaining
local groundwater use and reducing the total volume of irrigation water applied.

S-08-39

The three-dimensional numerical groundwater-flow model described in Response to Comment
S-08-38 uses mean annual recharge and pumpage data to project long-term (49-year) changes in
annual water-table elevation. The land retirement alternatives analyzed were designed to meet
both short- and long-term benefits: reduce drainflow volume, improve the quality of drainflow to
be treated, and minimize the area underlain by a shallow water table. The Draft EIS did not
analyze conditions past the 49-year planning period.

S-08-40

In the drainage study area, groundwater movement is primarily downward resulting from the
combined response to deep percolation of irrigation water and pumpage from deep water supply
wells. From a drainage study areawide perspective, much more water moves in the vertical
direction than horizontally, and groundwater level and quality impacts occur primarily under the
irrigated fields.

Deep percolation beneath upslope lands is intercepted at the water table, which is deep relative to
the shallow groundwater conditions observed in the drainage-impaired area. This deep
percolation continues to migrate vertically downward, and is eventually captured by deep
pumping water supply wells. Therefore, the Draft EIS analysis and current hydrologic
understanding of the system indicate that irrigation of upslope lands is not a substantial direct
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source of water and dissolved constituents to drainwater collected in the downslope drainage-
impaired area.

S-08-41

Upslope “drainage,” which Reclamation interprets as deep percolation or water-table recharge, is
addressed in the Draft EIS by assuming that source control efforts decrease recharge 15 to 25
percent. Also, the Draft EIS assumes that the total volume of local groundwater consumed by
agriculture does not change, thereby continuing its beneficial effects by driving groundwater
movement into deeper portions of the aquifer, decreasing the total volume of water in storage,
and lowering the water table.

S-08-42

The project description specifies that the total volume of local groundwater used for irrigation is
not altered by land retirement and potential changes in surface-water supply availability. In the
drainage study area, irrigation with local groundwater has beneficial effects; the extraction and
consumption of local groundwater increases the forces driving groundwater movement into
deeper portions of the aquifer, decreases the total volume of water storage beneath the
subsurface, and lowers the elevation of the water table. Hence with continued pumping, deep
percolation that migrates beneath upslope lands continues moving vertically downwards where it
is eventually captured primarily by deep pumping water supply wells.

S-08-43

Source control efforts including irrigation improvements and seepage reduction decrease deep
percolation (water-table recharge). The action alternatives assume that, in the Northerly Area,
source control efforts decrease recharge by 19 to 25 percent, and in the upslope areas of
Westlands Water District, source control efforts decrease recharge by 15 percent. Additionally,
the project description specifies that the total volume of local groundwater used for irrigation is
not altered by land retirement and surface-water supply availability. Hence, continued
groundwater consumption increases the forces driving groundwater movement into deeper
portions of the aquifer, decreases the total volume of water storage beneath the subsurface, and
lowers the elevation of the water table.

S-08-44

Reclamation has identified these acres as gross acreages for the purpose of this environmental
analysis.

S-08-45

The comment is noted. See Master Responses MIT-1 and ALT-T1, which discuss adaptive
management and monitoring and the evaluation of treatment technologies, respectively.

S-08-46
Comment noted. No response necessary.
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COMMENT S-09. CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION (2 OF 2), MARK
DELAPLAINE

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

45 FREMONT, SUITE luod

SAN PRANCISCO. CA %4:3%5-2210
¥CQICE AND TOD {aif) 904- 5200
TAX {4lL) 9d4. 5a00

August 29, 2005

Claire Jacquemin

Bureau of Reclamarion
2800 Conage Way, MP-700
Sacramento, CA 95825

Re: Addiuonal Coastal Commission staff comments, Draft EIS, Bureau of Reclamation,
San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluartion

Dear Ms. Jacquermin:
Please accept these additional comments on vour Draft EIS to supplement the comments snbmitted
June 3, 2005. Asmnoted in the June 3 lerter, based on the DEIS, the Commission staff believes that the
$-09-1 | ocean disposal alternative that would include an ocean outfall at E1 Estero in San Luis Obispo County
could result in significant impacts 10 coastal rescurces and as tentarively noted in the DEIS, should not
| be considered as the preferred alternative. Our review indicates that the Ocean Disposal aliernative as

described in the DEIS lacks adequate derailed information and analysis of the impacis from the

5-09-2
_construcmn and operation of such an outfall.
Coastal Act policies call for the protection of marine resources and the biolopical productivity and
quality of coastal warters (Section 30230, 20331, 30240). The Ocean Disposal alternative could result
in significant impacts to coastal resources. The DEIS should fully analyze impacts from development
in specific construction route(s) in the coastal and ocean areas. The outfall path should be specifically
described and located in the report and impacts from pipeline ceastruction fully evaluated. Potential
S-09-3 | impacts to water quality and marine resources from untreated discharges of agricultural runoff into
ocean warers must also be fully analyzed. The DEIS should evaluate all the specific agriculyral
nutrients and chemijcal pollutants that will be discharged and the potenual for long term effects on
marine water quality and marine rzsources, including through bioaccumulation. Potential impaets from
changes in salinity or temperature should also be evaluated. As the Coastal Act contains policies o
protect against the spillage of hazardous substances (Section 30233), the DEIS should also include
| analysis of long term protection of coastal and marine resources in the operation of the ourfall,

e note, as we did in the June 3 letrer, sheuld the ocean alternative be identified as the preferred

alternative, the Bureau of Reclamation must submit a consistency determinazion to the California

8-09-4 | Coastal Commission for that alternative, because it would be located within and would clesrly affect

the coastal zone. Any such determination would need to evaluate the project’s effect on coasral zone

resources and 1o establish thar this alternauve is the leasl environmentatly damaging feasible
alternative.

If you have any questions about these comments or the previous comments on June 3, 20035, please
contact me ar Larry Simon, the Commission’s federal consistency coordinator, ar (415) 904-5288.
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Sincerely, W
/Ingft “

MARK DELAPLAINE
Federal Consistency Supervisor
ce: Santa Cruz Area Office, Charles Iester
Jack Gregg, CCC, Water Quality Unit
Larry Siinon, CCC, Federal Consistency Unit
BCDC, Steve McAdam
EPA, Region IX, Tim Vendlinski
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STATE OF GALIFORNIA - THE RESOURGES AGENCY ARNOLD 3CHWARZENEGGER, Sovmmg 3

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
45 “REMONT §TREET. SITE 2000

SAN FRANGCISCO, €A S4185.3218

VDICE 4ND TDD {415) %4-5200

June 3, 2005

Claire Jacquemin

Bureau of Reclamarion
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700
Sacramento, CA 95825

Rz:  Coastal Commission staff comments, Draft EIS, Bureau of Reclamation,
San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluarion

Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

Please accept these comments on your Draft EIS and place us on your mailing list for the final
EIS and any hearing notices regarding the above-mentioned acuvity. It would appear from the
following discussion in the DEIS that the preferred option to be identified in the FEIS is
unlikely 1o be the ocean disposal option which wouid inclide a drain at E1 Estero in San Luis
Obispo County. The DEIS (pages 2-24 to 2-95) states:

2.15 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

Two “preferred alternatives’” are discussed in this section: the agency-preferred alernative and
the envirommenrally preferred altemarive.

Reclamation’s preferred alternative is the one that completes the action of providing drainage
service and best meers the purpose of and need for this action, At this stage in the SLDFR
Feasibiliry Study and its environmensal review, Reclamarion anticipates thar it preferred
alternative will be one of the three In-Valley/Land Retirement Alternatives or some variation of
onc of the thres In Valley/Land Renrement Alternatives, Two of these three alternadves have
been {dentified as having distnet advanwges:

- The National Economic Davelopment (NED) analysis complered 10 date for the SLDFR
Feasibility Srudy indicates that the alternative with the greatest et benefit {benefirs minus
co51s) to the Unired States a5 2 whele, commnonty czlled the NED alternarive, is the Ine
Vallcy/Drainage-Tmpaized Atea Land Rerrement Altoranve.

= The In-Valley/Water Needs Land Retirement Altemative, with its nearly 194,000 acres of
land retirement primarily m Westlands Water District, is the closesrto a “locally developed”
alterpative because it is consiscent With key elements of the proposed Westside Regional
Drainags Plan (SJRECWA eral, 2043).

All of the In-Vallcy Alternarives allow for flexibility in implementarion iacluding a phased
approzach for construction and mitigation (with the Nartherly Area having coilection and disposal
components completed firar) and the ability to evaluate and incorporate new technolagies.
Complete drainage service can begin soapsr than for the Our-of-Valley Disposal Alteraarives,
which require completion of exXtensive pipeimes for disposal ra the Delta or Ocean. Thos
flexibiliry is the principal remsan for selection of one of the [n-Valley Altematives.

Reciamanaon’s preferred aitemnatve witl be selected for the Final E1S, following review of public
comments on this Oraft EIS and addinonal results frowm the pilot sudies,
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Page 2

Tae environmentally preferred alternative is dzfined as the cne that promotes the pational
envuanmental policy and causes the least damage to the biolagical and physizal environment
and that best protécts, preserves, and cphances historic, culterel, and natural resourcas. Each of
the acrion alternaryes has some significant negative enyironrnental effects; no single alierparive
is superior w the others. The In-Valley Alrernanves would have major effects 1o migratory
warerfow! from the evaporation basins, while the Delw Disposal Aliernanvas wonld cause <ome
inczeases in sabt and Se in the Datte. The Qut-of-YValley Disposal Altetnanves alao have grearer
potennal impact on cultural resowrees. Selection of an covironmenmily preferred ajternative
involves halancing effeen on different resources, a judgment thar wenld place higher value on
some resources than atbers. (See Table ES-10 tor a comparison of adverse =ffects.) Reclamarion
will continue 10 imvestgate the feasibility of mitigaton and consider ¢omments on the Draft EIS
prior o designarion of an environmentally preferred alignarive ng lawr thag ig the Figal IS,

We agres with the DEIS’ tentative conclusion that the ocean disposal would be mors
envirorpmentally damaging that inland altematives. In the svent the ocean disposal is selected
as the preferred altemative, we wish to peat cut that the Burean of Reclanation would need to
supmit a consistency determination 10 the Califorma Coastal Commission for that alternative,
because it would be locared within and would clearly affect the coasta] zone. This requirement
arises under Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act.' A consistency determination
is & finding that a proposed activity is consistent to the maximmum extent practicabie with the
California Coastal Management Program, combined with information necessary to support 1hat
conclusion, incinding an analysis of the project's consistency witk Chapter 3 of the Coasta]
Act” {You can view sampie consisiency determinations on the Intemnet at
bopy/fwww coastal. ez gov/feded/fedendx.himl.) Any such determination would need to
evajuate the project’s etfect on coastal zone resources and 1o esteblish that this aiternative is
the least sovironmentally damaging feasible aitemarive. Based on the infarmation in the DEIS,
selection of one of the inland alternanves world not trigger the need for a federz] consisiency
submuttal 1o the Coestal Commission.

If vou have any questions about the need for or preparaton of a consistency dererminazion.
please contacr Larry Simon, the Commission’s federai consistency coardinator, at (413} 504-
S288.

Sincerely,

Federal Consistency Supervisor
o Santa Cruz Area Office, Charles Lester
Jack Gregg, CCC, Water Quality Unit
Larry Simon, CCC, Pederal Consistency Unit
BCDC, Stave McAdam
EPA, Region IX, Tim Vendlinski

;.0 U.5.C. 3eenon 456, wich implernonung regulesons ax 15 CFR Par 930,
. See CFR Sectien 530,39 for o Iul} spng of the intormanan 1eg fora plete con v determmanaon.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-09

S-09-1
Comment noted. No response necessary.

S-09-2

The information and analysis provided for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is adequate for an
appraisal-level design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-1. If this alternative were advanced
for further consideration, additional analysis would be conducted. For additional information on
environmental effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative, see Master Responses SW-8, SW-13,
SW-11, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10.

S-09-3

This comment correctly notes that far-field impacts to water quality in Estero Bay were not
explicitly evaluated in the Draft EIS analysis of the Ocean Disposal Alternative. However, the
diffuser design analysis demonstrated that the concentration of effluent, and concentrations of
particular constituents of concern in the effluent, will be diluted to levels below appropriate
water quality standards very quickly after discharge, and thus surrounding ocean areas will
experience relatively low levels of effluent. For example, even under the infrequently (<1
percent of the time) occurring condition when there are zero ocean currents above the diffuser,
Se concentrations would reach the applicable water quality criterion of 15 pg/L between 6 and
12 meters above the diffuser. With maximum expected currents, diffusion to the water quality
criterion would be achieved only 2 meters above the diffuser (see Section 5.2.8.3 of EIS, page 5-
65). Thus, the water quality criterion would be met very quickly after discharge. At locations
farther from the diffuser, dilution would reduce constituent concentrations to levels well below
the water quality standard. Furthermore, in the extensive data gathering undertaken for the Draft
EIS analysis, no evidence was found to indicate that the diffuser would discharge into a closed
circulation cell, thereby leading to long-term accumulation of contaminants in the bay. Rough
estimates suggest that “stagnant” conditions — i.e., conditions under which current speeds are less
than 0.02 meters per second — occur in the vicinity of the diffuser only 1 percent of the time, and
for durations of around one hour (though in some cases up to three hours). This estimate is based
on analysis of ADCP data at the NOAA Point San Luis station for the years 1997-2002.
Therefore, long-term accumulation in vicinity of the diffuser does not seem to be an impact that
would result from the discharge. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred
alternative in the ROD, a more detailed analysis of the potential for long-term accumulation
contaminants in the vicinity of the discharge would be required and conducted.

For additional information on environmental effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative, see
Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-11, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10.

S-09-4

If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were pursued, Reclamation would initiate a consistency
determination with the California Coastal Commission.
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COMMENT S-10. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION,
RICHARD G. RAYBURN

State of Californiz « The Rescurces Agency Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

S, DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION |7 T=etith Coléman, Direciar

(3615535728

ELSE

IATION j
i

C2IE

August 31, 2005 =

Ciaire Jacquemin ;
U.S. Department of the interior i ‘
Bureau of Reclamation

2800 Cottage Way, MP-700
Sacramento, CA 85845

Ll

Re: Comments on San Luis Drainage Feature Re-avaluation
Draft Environmental Impact Staterment

Dear Ms. Jacguemin,

Thank you for the opportunity to camment on the San Luis Drainage Feature
Re-evaluaticn Oraft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The California
Department of Parks and Recreaticn recognizes the adifficult task invoived in developing
long-term sciutions o dispose of agricultural runcff from drainage impaired lands in the
San Joaquin Valley.
§-10-1 | We support the Bureau of Reclamation's preferred in-valley alternative as described in
| the DEIS. A second preferred alternative, the Environmentally Preferred Alternative, is
8-10-2| not well addressed in the CEIS. Based on preliminary review, the Envircnmentaily
“Preferred Alternative would consist of retiring all, or a large portion of, drainage impaired
lands.

We are concernad about the potential impacts of two proposed aiternatives: the Delta-
s-10-3| ©Chipps Island Disposal Alternative and the Ocean Dispasal Alternative. As currently

oresented in the Draft EIS, we cppose these alternatives and would like (o provide the
Liollowing comments.

Delta-Chipps Island Disposal Alternative

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act has listed the bay delta as an impaired water
pody. Any further impairment associated with the Delta-Chinps alternative would only
further degrade an aiready impaired water ncdy. 7he Department of Parks and
Recreation operates and manages several park units in the bay defta which orovide
critical habitat 10 a variety of state and federally isted species. The long-term survival of
these sensitive species relies on a "ealthy and ntact bay delta =cosystem.
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Claire Jacquemin

August 31 20058

Page Two
Foliowing a preliminary review of the DE!S and supporting documentation (San Luis
drainace reature Re-Evaluation Preliminary Alternatives Report, Dec, 2001), park staff
have concern aver the possible use of dated reports e.g. SJVDP 1860, SLUDP 1991
To what extent the DEIS may rely on dated reparts, madels, volumetric, and
concentration estimates would reguire extensive in-depth analysis and review of the
CEIS beyond the comment deadline. Specificalty, staff has concern when reading the
San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Preliminary Alternatives Report, Dec. 2001,
in this document (page 3-1), itis clearly stated that numeric caiculations rely on *_order
of magnitude estimates..” that are, “not intended to represent a careful. new analysis of
drainage conditions”. It is staff's opimon that the selection and development of the
preferred alternative does in fact warrant up to date stale-of-the-art analysis when
estimating drainage conditions that may impact biclogical resources within the bay delta
ecosystem. Again, to analyze the extent to which Bureau of Reclamation conducted
new reliable scientificaily based analysis’ which reflect accurate estimates of drainage
|_conditions would require additicnal review time.

S-104

Upen initial DEIS review, there appears to be relatively little long-term scientifically
based studies demonstrating that discharging drainwater to the bay detta will carry no
|_immediate or long-term biological effects. The U. 3. Fish and Wildlife Service's
February 2005 Draft Fish and Wildlife Coardinaticn Act report states that it is unable to
_completely identify with or without project scenarios. project related impacts, or to fully
evaluate the adequacy of mitigation propesed by the BEOR. 1t is unclear how the BOR
S-10-6) can proceed withcut a clear and concise understanding of the full spectrum of potential
|_biological impacts on delta fishery reproductive lifecycies.

5-10-5

n discussing the DE!S with Regional Water Quality Contrel Board (RWQCB) staff it is
apparent that the RWQCB is in the initial stages of developing a selenium based Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL] for the bay delta region. There does not appear to be an
analysis of BOR’s ability to make the necessary medifications to the Deita-Chipps Island
_disposal alternative t¢ meet and/or exceed RWQCBE selenium based numeric standards.

5-10-7

cean Disposal Alternative

The Department is charged with the management of nearly 65 percent of the San Luis
Qbispo County coastline. The area in question contains significant biological, cultural,
and socio-econcmic resources. As discussed in the DEIS, the Ocean Disposal
Alternative does not adenuately analyze the potential environmental impacts. Large
scale assumptions are presented for the acean discharge location and ocean dispersal
characteristics. As a resuit, the DEIS assumes no significant impacts 1o sensitive
coastal rasources, water guality. bicaccumuiation of sglenium and other {undisclosed)
constituents, ana \mpact o migratery birds, mammais, and fisheries within the Estero
Bay nydrologic unit.
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Claire Jacquemin
August 31, 2005
Page Three

As an Initial effort to determine impacts, the Department reccmmends perfermming
modeling studies, simitar to those performed for the out-of-valley Bay-Delta disposal
| giternative. As stated in the DEIS, a "free surface modeling system” is appropriate for
coastal waters where "stratification can be neglected.” Additionally, a systematic
5-10-9 Cevaluation of coastal flora, fauna. and physical natural resources would be required to

complete an assessment of potential project impacts.

S-10-8

[ This "baseline” set of ecological parameters wouid also require long-term monitering to
8$-10-10| ensure the continued health of sensitive aquatic habitats located within the hydrclegic
unit.

S-10-11 [ he Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report (2008) does not fully discuss the
potential impacts to aguatic wildlife species and habitat within the coastal waters. The

“report, published in response to the DEIS, primarily discusses impacts to freshwater
aquatic species. The report anly tacitly refers 10 the Ocean dispesal alternative failing
within the project area.

Further, the DEIS does not adeguately address the potential environmental impacts of
the proposed coastal pipeiine route. Based on the Department’s experience with

§-10-12 | biclogical impacts, mitigation, and associated constructicn cost overruns for large-scate
"conveyance" projects, the DEIS grossly underestimates the technical. permit, and legail
challenges likely to impact the plarning and placement of the proposed pipeling,
particularly within the Ceastal Zone.

Again, thank you for the oppartunity to comment on the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-
evaluation Draft Environmental Impact Statement. If additicnal studies are conducted
addressing project impacts. the Department looks forward to additional review and
comments.

Ptease do not hesitate to contact Department staff at the Diablo Vista District at
(707) 989-9548 and San Luis Obispo Coast District at (805) 927-2065 if you have any
guestions.

S o

Richard G. Rayburn
Chief, Natural Resources Division

2 Don Monahan
Nick Franco
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-10

S-10-1
Comment noted. No response necessary.

S-10-2

Neither identification of an agency-preferred alternative nor an environmentally preferred
alternative is required in a Draft EIS. The agency-preferred alternative must be identified in the
Final EIS (see Section 2.15), and the environmentally preferred alternative must be identified in
the ROD (and Reclamation will do so).

S-10-3
Comment noted. No response necessary.

S-10-4

The comment pertains to the PAR rather than the Draft EIS. A new, more thorough alternatives
evaluation was conducted for the Draft EIS. For additional discussion about the level of design
of the EIS, see Master Response GEN-1.

S-10-5

No water from the San Luis Drain is currently discharged to the Bay-Delta; therefore, a study of
long-term biological effects of drainwater discharge into the Bay-Delta is not possible. See
Master Responses SW-1 and SW-2.

S-10-6

Estimated effects to biological resources within the Draft EIS are based on the best available
information. That information, current scientific principles, and comments such as this will be
taken into consideration in the selection of the preferred alternative.

S-10-7

See Master Response REG-3 in regard to compliance of the Delta Disposal Alternatives with the
Se-based TMDL.

S-10-8

Diffuser modeling conducted in the Draft EIS demonstrates that the diffuser can be designed to
achieve adequate dilution in the zone of initial dilution. Concentrations of particular constituents
of concern in the effluent will be diluted to levels below appropriate water quality standards very
quickly after discharge and, thus, surrounding ocean areas will experience relatively low levels
of effluent. For example, even under the infrequently (< 1 percent of the time) occurring
condition when zero ocean currents are above the diffuser, Se concentrations would reach the
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applicable water quality criterion of 15 pg/L between 6 and 12 meters above the diffuser. With
maximum expected currents, diffusion to the water quality criterion would be achieved only 2
meters above the diffuser (see Section 5.2.8.3, page 5-65). Thus, the water quality criterion
would be met very quickly after discharge. At locations farther from the diffuser, dilution would
reduce constituent concentrations to levels well below the water quality standard. It is also
important to note that ocean currents behave differently than flows in the Delta, where reversing
tidal flows (“sloshing”) can result in long-term accumulation of effluent, which can sometimes
produce effluent concentrations above initial dilution concentrations. This process will not occur
in the ocean.

S-10-9
See Response to Comment S-10-6.

S-10-10

If the Ocean Disposal Alternative is selected for implementation, Reclamation would address all
Federal regulatory responsibilities designed to protect resources. Reclamation agrees that
collection of a baseline set of ecological processes would require a long-term multiyear
monitoring effort that is beyond the scope of reasonable research required for NEPA analysis.

S-10-11
See Master Response BIO-1 in regard to the Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.

S-10-12

See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of analysis for the Ocean Disposal Alternative
pipeline route.
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COMMENT S-11. CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD,

<X\ California Regional Water Quality Control Board

SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION, BRUCE H. WOLFE

v San Francisco Bay Regton
Alan C. Lloyd, Ph.D. 1315 Clay Sirect, Suite 1407 Qaidand, (aiitorua $4612 VT
Agency Secrewzy {S10) 622-2300 * Tax {510} 522-2460 pLriryy
hipwaew waterboards.ca gov/saniranciscobay AECENED
SEP 22 2005
COBE | ACTON | SUTTas
KA
I J‘L‘”’ ¥ A
r
August 31, 2005
File No. 1131.00 (SMM :
Jerry Robbins _ N R R
U5, Bureau of Reclamation O i
2800 Cottage Way, MP-720 T

Room W-2830
Sacramento, CA 95825-1893

Dear Mr. Robbins:

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS), SAN LUIS
DRAINAGE FEATURE

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS regarding a subject that has concerned
the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quatity Comtral Board {Water Board) for decades. In
1964, the Water Board prohibited the proposed discharge of the San Luis Drain tothe San
Francisco Bay/Deita. While the discharge orohibitiop was not carried forward inte: the Water
Board's 1975 Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan), and the Water Board: requested'in 1981
that the State Water Board take the lead on whether to permut the propeosed: discharge; we remain

S11-1 Eoncerned that the DEIS has not identified some key regulatory and techinical.issues that wautd
h

S-11-2

5-11-3

S-114

5-11-5

ave to be addressed in order 1o counsider either of the two Delta Disposal project alternatives.

We applaud the Bureau's inclusion of three land retirement alternatives, including an alternative
10 retire all drainage-impaired lands in the Westlands District and the Northerly area, Asnoted
in the DEIS, the retirement of western San Joaquin farmland wrth high selenium would reduce
[The disposal volumes required by the project. We support alternatives that would render
| discharge to the Bay or Ocean unnecessary, especially given the regulatory considerations noted
below. We support the consideration of selenium hiotreatment if the techmology is reliable and
[ butlds in necessary contingencies 1o meet stated performance criteria.

Regulatory Environment and Compiiance Requiremenis

{. Secuon 4 does not explain waste discharge permitting requirements, even in general
terms. for a project like the San Luis Drain. Placing “Clean Water Act” and “Porter-
Cologne Act” in a table without explanation of the water quality information needed
and anficipated permit requurements for any discharge seems incompiete.

[ 2. Appendix L states the gencral autboritics exertised by the State and Regional Water
3oards under the Federai Clean Water Ac¢t (CWA) and State Water Code, but makes

Freserving, SNGRCINgG, W restord the Sun Francisco 3ay Area’s waters for{cutiaes:

:m’ SECVEiea Taper
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-8-11-5
cont.

$-11-6

S-11-7

5-11-8

$-11-9

'
-

Mr. Jerrv Robbins - August 31, 2005

no menton of the relevant fact that selenium is officially listed on the CWA Section
303¢d) list as impairing the beneficial uses of segments of the San Francisco Bay
Estuary, from thrts Water Board’s jurisdictional boundary with the Central Valley
Region 1o the Pacific Ocean. This is critical regulatory and compliance intormation
needed in analysis of the Delta Disposal alternatives.

Loy

The Deita Disposal altematives may be incapable of meeting selenium mass loading
requirements this Water Board (s currently developing. As noted above, segments of
the San Francisco Bay Estuary are listed as unpaired due to seleninm. As such,
development and implementation of a Total Maximum Daily Load {TMDL) project
for selenium is requirec by the CW A and is underway. As wasteloads of selenium are
allocated by the TMDL to existing sources of selenium to the Bay Estuary system.
there may be no additional assimilative capacity to allocate to proposed discharges
{tem the Delta Disposat alternatives. However, the DEIS is silent on this potentially
pivotal regulatory issue.

4. Because the project will add pollutants to waters of the state, discharges from the
Delta Disposal alternatives will require federal NPDES permits. Discharges treated
with selenium biotreatment technology would likely be regulated through effluent
limitations in the NPDES permit(s), whica would need to be consistent with the
selenium TMDL under development.

[ 0

Geologically, those seils with high selemum may also contain naturaily high levels of
mercury. Mercury TMDLs for the Delta and Bay are in various stages of
develcpment. and the Delta Disposal alternatives would have to be in compliance
with anv loading requirements in those TMDLs.

Selenium Bioaccunujation

The Clean Estuary Partnership of the San Francisco Bay Region, which includes the Water
Board, hag drafted a report entitled: “*Selentum in San Francisco Bay: Conceptual Model and
[mipairment Assessment,” available on the web at
attp://www.cleanestuary.crg/publications/index.ctm. This report summarizes the regulatory
stams of selenium in the various segments of the San Frapcisco Bay Estary {(including Suisun
and San Pablo Bays, and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta within this Water Board’s
jurisdictional boundary). The DEIS has missed some key points documented in this report. Most
importantly, the segments of the Esmary into which project alternatives are proposed for
discharge are !isted on the CWA Section 303(d) list as being impaired by selenium. The basis
for this listing 15 human consumption of waterfowl, not considered in the environmental impact
and munigation apalysis.

9. In Section 3.2.1, the evaluation criteria {or determinmg environmental conseguences
(1mpacss) do not include Juman health «ndpoints. Selenmium is on the CWA Section

TeEsEing, JHAGRLUNY, NG FESIOPNG tRe Sun francisca Sav ared s waters jor over [ vears

0 lecveiea Paper
wd?
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Mr. Jerry Robbins - August 31, 2003

[¥%)
13

303(d) as impairing beneficial uses of the San Francisco Bay segments related to
_human consumption of organisms, i.e., scaup and scoter ducks. As the DEIS notes in
Section 14 (Recreation), the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard

S-11-9 Assessment (OEHHA) bas issued a heaith advisory against consumption of scaup and
cont. scoter meat taken from Suisun Bay, San Pablo Bay, and San Francisco Bay,

Evaluation criteriz for environmental impacts should include human consumption of
organisms taken from receiving waters of the proposed discharges.
Surface Water Resources
[~ 7. The DEIS at Seetion 5.1.3 reviewed the current water quality Jata on selenium from
the Regicnal Monitering Program for the San Francisco Estuary, and compared it to
the current National Toxics Rule standard of 5 ug/l. This standard is currently being
reviewed by U.8. EPA and may be replaced by a whoie-body tissue standard of 7.91
ug/g drv weight as the chronic toxicity limit, with recommendaticns 10 momnitor the
$-11-10 status of the fish community if the tissue concentrations execed 5.85 ug/g dry weight.
These values may be the relevant standard for water quality in the selenium TMDL.
While this Section of the DEIS mentions bivalve concentrations of selenium, it did
not provide information on higher trophic level {ish tissue; which will likely be the
relevant warer quality endpoint for consideration of impairment and any TMDPL
requirements.

If vou have any question, please contact Steve Moore at (3103) 622-2439, or via.e-mail at
smoore{@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

<= ;AL
Faur X L

Bruce H. Wolfe
Executive Office

RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-11

S-11-1
The comment is noted. Specific comments on these issues are addressed in the responses below.

S-11-2,3
Comment noted. No response necessary.

S-11-4
See Master Response REG-1 in regard to permit requirements for the proposed action.
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S-11-5

The CWA Section 303(d) list is discussed in Section 5. Table 5.1-12, Selected Water Quality
Obijectives and Criteria for Bay-Delta Waters in the Carquinez Strait and Chipps Island Vicinity,
includes Se as a Section 303(d)-listed constituent.

S-11-6

Reclamation recognizes that mass loading is a future issue and has based the effects analysis in
the EIS on changes to Se in potential food-chain items. The TMDL has not yet been adopted, and
the EIS analysis cannot be based on potential future requirements. The Delta Disposal
Alternatives would be required to comply with TMDLSs.

S-11-7

The comment is noted. Section 4 and Appendix L describe the regulatory environment and
compliance requirements that would apply to the proposed alternatives. As shown in Section 4,
Table 4-1, all of the action alternatives would have to comply with the CWA. Appendix L,
Section L3.1 states that the Delta and Ocean Disposal Alternatives would require NPDES
permits in compliance with CWA Section 402.

S-11-8

The comment that soils with high Se levels could also have high mercury concentrations is
noted. Existing data on mercury concentrations in shallow groundwater are shown in Appendix
C, Table C2-7. Mercury concentrations may be further reduced by biotreatment. Table 5.1-14 in
Section 5 lists mercury and other constituents that are subject to TMDLs and the priority ranking
for each constituent. The Delta Disposal Alternatives would be required to comply with TMDLSs.

S-11-9

Even though an advisory is already in place for consumption of waterfowl, the advisory does not
prohibit waterfowl consumption but recommends that consumption be limited to a certain
amount per month. Based on the modeling conducted for the SLDFR to date, it is expected that
there will be a significant increase in bioaccumulation in Asian clams, which are eaten by scoters
and scaups (the waterfowl species to which the advisory pertains). This could result in a revision
to the current advisory that recommends lower consumption rates than those currently in place.
This would be considered a significant effect compared to No Action.

S-11-10

The EIS discusses existing data on Se concentrations in fish tissue in the Bay-Delta in Section
8.1.4. Recently collected data have been added to this section for the Final EIS. At this time, no
regulatory standard exists for fish tissue concentrations of Se, and the draft fish tissue standard
proposed by the EPA is under debate and is unlikely to be implemented in its current form. The
EIS analysis cannot be based on potential future requirements.
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COMMENT S-12. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES,
GERALD E. JOHNS

STATE OF CALIFCRNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENGY ARNOLD SCHWARIENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
1476 NinTH STREZT, P.C. BOY 942836

SACRAMENTO, CA $4226-C00°

(916} 653-579

SEP 0 1 200K

,
CORE | :\F';!C‘N SLE‘HONI{\_‘;{LE

PR IO ey 574 Jos™

August 31, 2005

Mr. Jerry Robbins, San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation
Project Manager, Bureau of Reclamation

2806 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Mr. Robbins: £ /;

The Department of Water Resources (DWR) appreciates the opportunity to comment on
the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(ElS). The Draft EIS describes alternatives being considered to provide drainage
service in the San Luis Unit of the Central Vailey Project. Following are our comments
on the report:

General Comments

In several places in the document there is not enough infermation about the location of
proposed facilities to evaluate the impacts or suggest appropriate mitigation. This tack
$-12-1} of information may circumvent NEPA's public disclosure goal. (See specific comments
for details.) ‘
Some of the data used in the DEIS is as much as 8 years old. More current data should
5-12-2 - .
he used. (See specific comments for details.)

The draft EIS fails to explore incidental beneficial uses of subsurface drainage water
s.12-3] that occur cutside the San Joaquin Valley with the Qut-of-Valley alternative. For
example, use of agricultural drainage water for power ptant cooling in lieu of seawater at
the Duke’'s Energy power plant.
All In-Valley alternatives include degrees of fand retirement. Retirement of downslope
S-12-4 . X
land may increase subsurface flows of saline water from upslope iand and further
| _degrading downslope land.

During the 5C-year project life, the Draft EIS estimates that imported salt will range from

100,000 to 704,000 tons per year. The amount of salt accumulated in evaporation

basins would range from & million to 35 million tons during this period. The Draft EIS

suggests the disposal of drainage water intc evaporation basins, salt crystaliization and

salt burial. The experience of the Wesiside RCD (Mendota project) and AndrewsAg

project indicates that handfing even a smail volume of salt is very costly. The evaluation
S-12-5) o drainage aliernatives needs to include the costs of salt handling and burial.

§-12-6| The Draft EIS describes a drainage prograrm that is energy intensive. The draft shouid
evaluate the potential effect of increased energy costs.
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Mr. Jerry Robhins, San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation

August 31, 2005

Page 2

Energy and overall operating cosis are a functicn of the volume of drainage water.
8-12-7{ Volume reduction through reuse could significantly reduce the volume of drainage water

to be treated.

The Draft EIS does not consider the use of frees as a componeni of drainage systems.
s.12-8| Trees lower water tables, use drainage water (as "vertica! drains”), intercept subsurface
flows of groundwater, can be harvested as saline hiomass, enhance the aesthetic value

of farming areas and imgrove air quality.

Specific Comments

Executive Summary

The Draft EIS fails to carry discussion of project details into the environmental analysis
sections. More detalled estimates of project impacts -- described by disturbance area,

$-12-9| for example — are not provided, even though alternative descriptions, inctuding project
detail information, is provided in Section 2, Aliemnatives. The lack of detailed analysis
prevents comparisons of meaningiul alternatives.

The use of the word “significant” carries certain connotations for NEPA and CEQA.
While some impacts may be significant from a CEQA perspective, these same impacis
may not be significant from a NEPA perspective. Overuse of the term “significant”
inhibits meaningful alternative comparison. Fully 73% of the boxes in Table ES-10 are
significant adverse effects related to the effects of the seven action alternatives. Please
$-12-10] quantify the effects in order to provide a meaningful comparison of alternatives.
S-12-11 The No-Action alternative serves as a baseline for comparing the effects of all
alternatives. Please include a discussion of the effects of the No-Action atternative.

8§-12-12] The Executive Summary should contain a brief description of the “need” for the
| drainage praject.

Section 1: Purpose of and Need for Action

1-3.1 Below Table 1-2 the paragraph discusses the area needing drainage and
states that aniy two-thirds will most likely be tile-drained (254,000 acres).
§-12-13 What is the {otal drainage volume that this number represents? On page
1-10 and in Table 1-3 the maximum drainage voiume is 97,000 acre feet,
S-12-14 does this refate to the 254,000 acres mentioned before?
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Mr. Jerry Robbins, San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation
August 31, 2005
Page 3

15 Section 1.5 indicates that Reclamation will evaluate the No-Action and seven
action afternatives in this EIS and that "Reclamation will identify the Preferred
Alternative in the Final EIS," and that "no decision wiil be made until the

$-12-15 environmental review process is complete.” However, section 2.15 states

that “Reclamation anticipates that its preferred alternative will be one of the
three In-Velley/Land Retirement Alternatives.” These statements seem
contradictary and indicate that equal consideration and evaluation may not be
given to each alternative.

Section 2; Alternatives

2.2.1.3 This section states “water that fallowing frees up in drainage-impaired areas
would be reallocated to unaffected areas.” Since fallowing isn't typically a
$-12-16 permanent removal of land from irrigated production, what will happen when
the land is brought back into production?

§.12-17| 2.3.2.1  How much earthwork will be necessary to create the siopes needed to enable
the pipeline to gravity-flow drainwater to reuse facilities?
§-12-18 2.3.2.3  Under Reuse Facilities, please specify the curtent groundwater quality, and
S-12-19 the anticipated tevel of degradation. Over what period of time will the

- expected decline in groundwater guality occur? Also, in the Water Use
$-12-20 paragraph, what is meant by “sffective rainfail?”

The Broadview Water District iand sale is mentioned in the Westlands Norih
Service Area section, but other “recent land purchase and settlements” is also
S.12.21 mentioned in this section in terms of retired iand being available for locating
reuse facilities. Please discuss these land purchases and settlements, the
amount of acreage and where the land is located.

§-12-22 What type of work would be necessary to compieie the "considerabie
rehabilitation” needed to repair the drain's lining?

Footnotes to the tables in this section indicate “the reuse site size and ares
served are subject to revisions during the SLOFR Feasibility Study”. The E{S
makes similar comments in various sections. While we understand the
complexities of planning and implementing a project of this scale, postponing
deveiopment of key project information until sometime after the EIS review
ends seems to circumvent the NEPA pubiic disclosure requirement.

8-12-23
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Mr. Jerry Robbins, San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation
August 31, 2005

Page 4
51224 B There seem to be three or four Reuse Facilities that are reasonably close to
-12-2 the James Bypass and Fresno Slough. What influence wilfl these have on
— these water bodies over time? |s the reuse water of pooarer quality than the
5-12-25 irrigation water used now?

§-12-26l The Draft EiS assumes that retired lands will be managed for dryland farming, grazing,

or fallowing. Considering that Reclamation will have to find people interested in using

| retired iands for these purposes, how much retired acreage will realistically be managed

this way? Please describe what will happen on retired lands that are not managed

accoerding to the given assumptians.

Tabie

2.31 Twao of the footnotes for this table assume land retirement rates for the years
2003 through 2007, and amounts of acreage assumed to be taken out of
production in the years 2002, 2003, and 2004. Considering that current land
retirement and out-of-production acreage information should be readily
available for 2002-2004, we suggest including the updated information.

§~12-27

S-12-28

2.4-1 Similar to the comment in 2.3.2.3, postpening a variety of actual field
investigations and the selection of conveyance and facility locations until
$-12-29 some peint after the public review period has ended seems o circumvent
NEPA’s public disclosure commitment. Will additional public review
opportunities be given once more specific project investigations, like the ones
mentioned in 2.4.1, are completed? Table 2.4-1 notes that the final average
5-12-30 discharged TDS will be 35,600. How long will it take for this final TDS to
occur?
§-12-31 .
2,411 What wiil quality of the water produced by this process be? What will the
§-12-32 water quality be after blending with CVP water? What is the estimated
5-12-33 volume of CVP water required to achieve that water quality goal?

§-12-.34| 24.1.2  Please be more specific about what is meant by “treatment bicsolids with Se
would be tested and disposed/reused appropriately.”

2.4.1.3  Without disclosure of the actual evaporation basin locations or results of
8-12-35 - L ; : .
appropriate field surveys, it is iImpossible te determine whether avoidance of
- sensitive and protected species will be met. Also, design and management
techniques to minimize adverse biological effects should be coordinated with

5-12-36 the Regional Water Quality Controf Board, the Department of Fish and Game.

§-12-37 B and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. If Rectamation will be doing this
coardination with these resource agencies. we recommend discussing it in

s12-3gl the DEIS. Likewise, closing sites should be done according {o Regional

Water Quality Control Board requirements.
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August 31, 2005

Page 5
This section states “information from a variety of sources was analyzed to locate
$-12-39] additional areas within the San Joaquin Valley that meet the above siting criteria.”
Please reference those sources.
Page 2-24 includes the statement “presumably the evaporation basins would continue
§-12-40| 1o operate indefinitely until no longer needed.” Please be mare specific about this time
frame.
242 Considering that quite a bit of the actual field investigations and other

information will be delayed, the statement that “this EIS evaluates the

$-12-41 potential environmental effects of the full system when it is completely
constructed” is not quite accurate. While we agree that it would be beneficial
for Reclarnation to continue to research and adapt drainage technologies, as
appropriate, we also encourage public participation and review of the

- Process.
_Table
2.4-3 Cost of mitigation is an important project consideration and the E15 should
S.12-42 have provided it. A similar statement is made on page 2-79, “the costs do not

include costs for mitigation of environmental effects, which will be determined
as the SLDFR Feasibility Study progresses.” At what point will these costs be
5-12-43 made public?

2511 Basedan pilot and laboratory studies. “it is estiméted that full-scale

§-12-44 biotreatment plants can remove Se to below 10pg/L in the treated effluent.”
L What is the actual target level of selenium (Se) that must be reached? What
S-§2-45 happens if the full-scale treatment plants cannot reach this goal”?
Table
2.13-2  Inthe absence of complete information concerning facility location, alignment
5-12-46 of pipefines and canats, adequate field surveys, and assessment and

disclosure of mitigation requirements and plans, we cannct concur with the
Binlogical Resources effects as presented.

Section 3: Scope of Analysis

3-1 The statement “the comparisons to existing conditions are provided to
facilitate use of this EIS by state and local agencies to meet the requirements
S-12-47 af the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQAY}" is confusing. Was this
imtended to be a CEQA compliant document. or is Reclamation anficipating
using it as a background document for future projects in partnership with state
and local agencies?
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S$-12-48

$-12-49
$12-50

5-12-51

S-12-52

S$-12-53

$-12-54

S$-12-55

$-12-56]_

$-12-57
$-12-58

5-12-59

$-12-60
$-12-61

Mr. Jerry Robhbins, San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation
August 31, 2005

Page 6

Es.z

For public consideration, the EiS should describe potential traffic and noise

impacts, even though they may be short-term.

Section 5: Surface Water Resources

| 5.1.2

5121
Table
51-4

5256

5262

527

5224

What does the EIS mean by "occasionally?” How frequently do the Se

values upstream from Vernalis exceed EPA’s standards?

Is there Se compliance data available for the Craws Landing site more recent

than the 1998 and 1989 data given here?

in order to compare potential Out-cf-Vailey discharges with existing

discharges, please include the characteristics of discharge for the fisted

facilities.

52.5.2 This section mentions "removal of the water and chemicals from the river.”

Unless Reclamation has a plan to treat San Joaquin River water, we think
what is meant is cessation of drainage discharges to the river will have a
beneficial effect. Please clarify. This comment applies to other Qperational

Effects categories in Section 5.

Concerning evaporation basins, what volume of the original drainwater would

be lostto ET?

Under this aiternative, discharges from GDA will be placed into evaporation
basins. What volume of water is this? What is the anticipated quality of this
drainage water? How large will the necessary evaporation basin be and

where, exactly, will it be?

Please discuss the effects of evaporation and bicaccumulation on the Se
concentration originally discharged into the evaporation basin. Also, what will

be done if the full-scale treatment plant is unable to reduce the Se
concentration to below 10ug/L?

Do the incrementai increases mentioned on page 5-85% include the total Se
concentration or just the additional incrementai amount? What would the total

Se concentrations be?
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Mr. Jerry Robbins, San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation
August 31, 2005
Page 7

Section 6:_ Groundwater Resources

8.1and Groundwater is described as flowing "westward from the western
$12-62| 5234 San Joaquin Valley". We confirmed with Ken Schmidt that the movement of
groundwater in this area is from west tc east.

Section 7; Biolagical Resources

General Comments:
The second paragraph of this section notes:

“Intensive biotogical field surveys have not yet been completed. Detailed facility
designs, site selections, operating plans, and construction schedules are still being
developed or refined... As deiailed designs are formalized, focused on-site field surveys
will be completed where appropriate to accurately inventory and map sensitive habitats
and species occurrences.”
Circulation of an EIS without inclusion of the types of project information menticned
above not only seems to circumvent NEPA's public disclosure goal, but it makes a
| reascnable and complete evaluation of the project alternatives difficult, if not impossible.
The fact that project features will be deveioped and implemented over 50 years, and
that a fair amount of work remains to be done in order to fully describe and disclose the
project features and potential impacts indicates that development of Program EIS
$-12-64] documentation may better fit the desired flexibifity and long-term nature of this project.
A Program EIS would also accommodate the many places where in-depth investigation
and more project refinements will be achieved by Reclamation over fime and should be
circulated and disclosed to the public for evaluation. This is especially true for the
Biological Resources section. While some specific comments can be made, there is no
s-12.65] Mformation given to adequately evaluate potential impacts, nor te decide whether
Reclamation's determinations of effect are accurate. Given the available information,
we are unable to concur with Reclamation’s determinations for biological resources.
This comment alsc applies to other sections of the EIS where similar information gaps
are noted. We would like the chance to review the additional alternatives informaticn as
$-12-67| Reclamation develops if.

$-12-63

5-12-66
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Mr. Jerry Robbins, San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation
August 31, 2005
Page 8

5-12-68 7.1.3 Please identify what constitutes the “footprint” for construction or operaticnal
effects of the alternatives. Also, the statement “the abgence of recent
oceurrence records in the areas being evaluated was highly indicative that the
species na longer is present” is not necessarily a valid conclusion. Reasons
for lack of recent records could include lack of recent surveys, or not
successfully locating a species actually in the area. Making determinations
on presence or absence based on records, alone, can give misleading
results. This comment also applies to similar portions of this Section 7.

5-12-69

7.2.1 While the information adopted from the CEQA Guidelines Environmental
Checklist may be useful in helping determine potential project impacts, the
checklist and its compenents is simply a tool that can be used or changed as
necessary. The information in the checklist is not considered evaluation
criteria on its own, nor is it meant tc be construed as established standards.

$-12-70

$-12-1 7.2.3.2 “Arificial” habitat can still have considerable value. In addition artificial

s12.72 wetlands can be considered jurisdictional.

7.2.4.1  What may be considered low-quality habitat can actually provide use for
S12-73 cover, foraging, and might suppert a prey base necessary {0 ancther species.
It is important not to minimize the value of what might be considered less than
thimal habitat,

$-12-74f 7251  ‘\What entity will require evaporaticn basin mitigation sites? Where will these
S-12-75[ sites be and what features will they have?

Page This section states “the loss of terrestrial habitat that would result from

7-29 permanent conversion of the sites from prior agriculiural use to evaporation
$-12-76 basin use would be compensated by the more diverse habitat provided by the
adjoining or surrounding, reuse areas or retired (dryland farmed or grazed)
parcels.” While this assumption could be accurate in many cases, the
anticipated compensatory effects would depend on the affected species.
Some cropland provides well-used cover and foraging areas, and protected
SA42-77 movement corridors. Species that move freely in row crops. may not traverse
stands of grain, and small mammais that are typically prey, may not use lands
planted in grain, Retired fands used for grazing could have some drawbacks
as sheep are intensive grazers and can damage the vegetative base and soil

5-12-78 profile. Herds of sheep are often protected by herding dogs, which may also
| make retired lands less attractive for habitation. Last, retired land wiil not
have the same water availability as irrigated land, this may also factor into the
§-12-79 anticipated compensatory effect. These comments also apply to other simiiar
L areas in Section 7.
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August 31, 2005

Page ¢

s-12-80| 7263

7.2.8.2
$-12-81
7282
$-12-82
s.12.83| 72101

s.12.84] 72102

7.2.11
5-12-85

§-12-86

L

Concerning the operational effects discussed on page 7-37, some of the
listed species might be affected by the coperational conditions mentioned.

Page 7-47 states "Marine mammats could be injured or disturbed by
construction activities and noise, but the degree and probability of effects
would depend on the timing of the activity and the activity’s distance from
areas transiently used by the species. No significant effect to aquatic and
wetland resources are anticipated to occur as a result of construction of the
outfall.” This informaticn seems to indicate that because the degree of the
harm is not known, the effect is not significant.

Please identify ithe State Waterfowl Areas, National Wildlife Refuges and
private duck clubs that will be traversed by the proposed aqueduct and
pipeline.

As mentioned on page 7-67, could the retired tands that continued functioning
as salt sinks pose a contaminatien or toxicity problem to wildlife or grazing
animals?

Page 7-72 mentions that preconstruction surveys for vernal pools could be
conducted. Will they?

Although this cumulative effects discussion begins well, it seems {o be
lacking information about past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, The discussion should include operation of the evaporation basins,
current and proposed Integrated on-Farm Drainage Management systems,
the proposed Westside Regional Drainage Plan, and the Grasslands Bypass
Project, in addition to the many other drainage projects that have been, or will
be implemented, in the project area. Also please include a discussion of the
existing cumuiative effects as well as a determination of how the actions
proposed in this EIS wilf contribute, cumulatively.

Section 8: Selenium Bicaccumulation

8.1.1
$-12-87

$-12-88

To help compare toxicity threshold, please provide a table of the various Se
conceniration thresholds commaonly used by researchers and regulators.
Include thresholds for items such as tissue, egg, biota, vegetation, insects,
and waterborne levels. It would alsa be helpful to include a table of ail the
anticipated evaporafion basin constituents.
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Page 10
8.1.5 Although “little” quantitative information may be available, please describe
what is available. Several years work was conducted by the FWS on existing
§-12-89 {FDM systems and at the Grasslands Bypass Project site. This information

should be available as well as considerable information collected at
evaperation basins. ‘

§-12-90| 8.2.2.1  Please provide more details for the evaporation basin facilities management
and reference the source any management protocofs used.

Table
S-12:91 8-2 Please explain the footnote.
$-12-92 8225 Please explain what is meant by having clean ditch or groundwater avaitable
S-12-93 on a limited basis for mixing with applied drainwater. How much water will he
made avaiiable, and at what point in the project? Alse, at the bottom of page
S-12-94 8-15, Se effects were found in shore birds as well as birds that nested in trees
and grasses.
S-12-95 8.2.2.6 Please note on page 8-23, ducks are also more sensitive to salinity and salt
e encrustation.
8.2.11  The cumulative effects discussion should be expanded to inctude the projects
$-12-96 mentioned in comment 7.2.11.
[8.2.12 Appropriate fiming and methods for vegetation control and hazing are
essential for successfully deterring wildlife use while aveiding impacts to
nesting birds. Take care to avoid impacts to species such as kangaroo rats
and biunt-nosed leopard lizards, which have been located on existing
evaporation basins. Please provide mare detail concerning how the listed
mitigation recommendations will be implemented.

$-12-97

Section 11: Air Resources

Sections 11.2.3.5, 11.2.7.5 and 11.2.8.5 Agricultural Operations

The discussion should provide specifics of the overail increase in air quality effects from
agricultural operations to guide the reader through the complicated logic of less
emissions but increased impact compared tc the No-Action alternative.

$-12-98
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Section 16: Aesthetics

The Aesthetics section makes relative comparisons between the six alternatives without
providing details, such as corridar width and pipeline size. The reader is left to judge
$-12-99]the aesthetic effect of crossing the Santa Lucia range not knowing whether the corridor
is 10 or 10,000 feet wide. Please provide current specific information regarding the
physical characteristics of the relative conveyance corridor.

$§-12-100] The ocean disposal alternative will reguire exposure of the pipeline at the fault tine.

| Please include the location of the pipeline exposure.

Section 17: Regional Economics

In arder to assess the economic effects of the project, the DEIS defines the analysis
8-12-101| region as the combination of all nine counties within the proposed project area. We
believe that the results of this approach are unrealistic because "The San Luis Unit is
located within Fresne, Kings, and Merced counties in {the] western San Joaquin Valley®
{page 17-1). However, in terms of measuring the significance of the effect of a
particutar action, the potential of that action to be considered significant within the area
decreases as the size of the effect area increases. In essence, the effect of an action
may be suppressed or hidden in areas with a large amount of economic activity. This
may be a problem if the effects of an action are actually concentrated in a small subarea
rather than dispersed throughout the entire effect area. An action that might be
considered insignificant when analyzed over the entire area could be quite significant if
it ocours within a smaller subarea (page 17-5)." Early in the document, Reclamation
stated its preference for an In-Valley solution, therefore, while we realize that the overall
econemic effects need to be addressed for the whole project area, economic effects
aiso have to be specifically addressed for the areas that will be most affected by the
project alternatives. We propose adjusting the analysis in a way that assesses the
effects to the counties, and also to the communities that would be most affected by the
in-Vailey alternatives. The communities include Firebaugh, Five Points, Heim, Huron,
Kerman, Mendota, San Joaquin. and Tranguility. Other communities may also be in this
portion of the project area and should be included in the analysis. By failing to analyze
[The potential econamic effects to the San Luis Unit counties and their communities, the
effects of the action will, indeed, be hidden.

5-12-102

S-12-103}

$-12-104

Other drawbacks fo this regionai approach are that the section mentions the creation of
new jobs. But there is no way of determining what types of jobs these are, nor where
they will occur within the rine county regions. Consequently, the created jobs may not
be in the same locations where jobs have been lost.

S5-12-105

1 0?[}102',; 17.2.3 How were these assumptions developed? What criteria were used?
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Table Information cancerning mitigation facilities must be included in order to
$-12-108 = ; N

17-4 adequately reflect project implementation expenditures.

17.2.4  This section discussas the possibility of relying on existing retraining and
“similar’ programs fo help avoid project-related significant cumulative
S$-12-109 unemployment effects. First, what pragrams are these and how are they
funded? This approach seems to place the responsibility for afleviating
unemployment effects on entities that are not responsible for the impact to the
L community.

Secfion 18: Social Issues and Environmental Justice

18.1.2  In order to more fully describe the potential effects of the project, we
S-12-110 recommend further breaking down Tables 18-2 and 18-3 into the smaller

communities that would be effected by In-Valley aiternatives within each San
- Luis Unit county.

$-12-111 18.2 How many jobs have heen lost due te current land retirements? How many
S$-12-112 people can enter retraining programs with the amount of furding currently
$-12113_ available? How likely is it that the additional funding mentioned would
become available? What is the rate of success for retraining peopie through
S-12-114 these programs? Finaily, while the EIS identifies the loss of housing and jobs
— as an envirchmental consequence of the project, it doesn't specify how
$-12-115 Reclamation intends to remedy the situation,

18.2.3 While construction jobs will be created, at least for the short-term, and same
of these jobs could become available to people who have lost jobs due to
$12-116 project implementation, considering this a beneficial environmentat justice
effect doesn't seem appropriate. While some pecple may be retrained for
construction work, it is fikely that skilled construction workers will already be
available. Furthermore, many contractors are obligated to hire union

employees, which could minimize the number of jobs available to other
$-12-117 people.

18.2.10 Implementation of the project could cause the loss of jobs, housing, schaools,
$-12-118 health clinics and other support service. The appreach taken in this section to
analyze the possible effects does not seem io adequately reflect the impact to
L the communities most affected in the project area. Furthermore, the EIS
seems to rely on cutside programs to alleviate the effects. This approach
does not seem appropriate. Please discuss how Reclamation plans to

- alleviate these effects.

S$-12-119
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Section 20: Environmental Mitigation

As nated in Section 7, "Intensive biclogical field surveys have not yet been completed.
Detailed facility designs, site selections, aperating plans. and construction schedules
are stiil being deveioped or refined.. As detailed designs are formalized, focused on-site
S$-12-120] field surveys will he completed where appropriate to accurately mventory and map
sensitive habitats and species cccurrences.” Without this project informaticn, and
compiete mitigation details, it isn't possibie to determine whether the proposed
| mitigation measures would be adequate. We would like to review the project
information when it's complete, and the mitigation plans when available. At that point
8-12-121] we could make a more meaningful assessment of the efficacy of the mitigation program
for this project.

$-12-122 | \We suggest re-analyzing the Regional Economics. Social Issue and Environmental
812123 Justice Sections to provide more in-depth disclosure of the effects on the ceounties and
smali communities within the San Luis Unit. Because the EIS, as written, reiies on lacal
assistance and retraining programs to alleviate economic, social issue, and

S-12-124] environmental justice effects, we also suggest adding a discussion of these effects to
the Environmental Mitigation Secticn. Unless Reclamation develops a way to offset the
[Tealistic effects that implementation of this project could have on human resaurces and
8§-12-125] quality of life, than it will inapproprately depend on the affected communtties to mitigate
for project-related effects.

Section 21: Consultation and Ceordination

21.4.1 We appreciate the extensive distribution list but suggest adding all of the
$-12-126 ST ; . .
organized small communities in the San Luis Unit counties.

If you have any questicns ar wish ta discuss further. please contact Paula Landis,
DWR’s San Joaquin District Chief at (559) 230-3310 or me at (816) 653-8045.

e

Gerald E. Johns
Deputy Director

RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-12

S-12-1

Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the project description to allow an
adequate environmental review of the project alternatives. See Master Response GEN-1.
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S-12-2

The Project Team has incorporated additional, more recent data into the Final EIS. See Sections
5.1, 7.1, and 8.1 for updates to the Affected Environment discussions for surface water resources,
biological resources, and Se bioaccumulation.

S-12-3

The beneficial use of drainwater outside of the San Joaquin Valley is not proposed as part of the
Out-of-Valley Disposal Alternatives. If one of these alternatives were selected and funded,
incidental uses of drainwater such as for cooling water at power plants could be investigated.

S-12-4

In the drainage study area, groundwater movement is primarily downward resulting from the
combined response to deep percolation of irrigation water and pumpage from deep water supply
wells. From a project-wide perspective, much more water moves in the vertical direction than
horizontally, and groundwater level and quality impacts occur primarily under the irrigated
fields. The Draft EIS utilized a three-dimensional numerical groundwater-flow model (originally
developed by the USGS) to analyze groundwater levels and flow in up- and downslope areas. In
general, model results and current hydrologic understanding of the system indicates the primary
groundwater impact in any given area is irrigation and artificial drainage of that area. The
retirement of downslope land is, therefore, not expected to significantly increase lateral
subsurface flows from upslope lands.

S-12-5
Salt handling and burial are described in Section 2.4.1.3.

S-12-6

See Master Response EC-1 in regard to the economic analyses of the project alternatives. Costs
and escalation factors for energy were developed based on accepted practices for Reclamation
projects.

S-12-7
Reuse of drainwater is already included in all EIS alternatives.

S-12-8

Section 2.3.2.3 lists a variety of crops that would be considered suitable for any reuse area.
Specific directives about which crop types should be grown are not intended but are left up to the
management of each reuse facility. Adaptive management would allow changes in crops in
response to salinity or economic conditions in the future. Tree varieties are included in Section
2.3.2.3 as a part of the potential crop mix.
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S-12-9

Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the project description to allow an
adequate environmental review of the project alternatives. See Master Response GEN-1.

S-12-10

Table ES-10 has been revised to include quantitative descriptions of effects for each resource
area where available.

S-12-11

Under NEPA, project alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, are evaluated over the
time the project is implemented, not in comparison to current conditions (40 Federal Register
18026 [1981]).

S-12-12

The commenter noted that the Executive Summary should briefly describe the need for the
project. The second paragraph of the Executive Summary states: “A long-term sustainable salt
and water balance is needed to ensure sustainable agriculture in the Unit and the region.”

S-12-13, 14

As shown in Table 1-3 and Appendix C, 97,000 AF/yr is the drainage volume before any flow
reduction measures and without any land retirement.

S-12-15

The Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land
Resources Implementation Studies (P&G) provides guidelines for selection of the Preferred
Alternative. See Master Response ALT-AL. All alternatives were evaluated to the same level of
detail in the Draft EIS.

S-12-16

Under the No Action Alternative, some lands may be fallowed and subsequently brought back
into production. This change in irrigation for particular sections of land is currently occurring in
the Unit based on decisions made by farmers in response to factors including water availability
and price, crop economics, and land conditions. Section 12.2.3 of the EIS describes the changes
in agricultural production and economics that are predicted to occur under the No Action
Alternative.

S-12-17

If the comment refers to the pumps in the collection system, it is not possible to convey the
drainwater for farms lower in elevation than the reuse facilities to the reuse facilities without
pumping. However, the In-Valley/Water Needs Land Retirement Alternative collection system
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farmlands are above the reuse facilities and would not require pumping. If the comment refers to
the pumps on the 160-acre farm parcels, the increase in earthwork would be considerable and not
possible in many cases. The minimum cover would be 11 or 13 feet instead of 3 feet. More
importantly, groundwater would make excavation much more difficult.

S-12-18

The commenter requests that Reclamation specify current groundwater quality and anticipated
level of degradation in Section 2.3.2.3. Groundwater quality is discussed in Appendix C, and
Tables C2-15 through C2-18 summarize groundwater quality before and after reuse.

S-12-19

Section 12.2.4 of the Draft EIS presents the projected changes in salt concentrations in the reuse
areas over time. The modeling shows that salt concentrations in the root zone, drainwater, and
shallow groundwater of the Northerly Area would remain similar, while concentrations in the
Westlands reuse areas would increase, reaching a steady state after 10 to 15 years of use. Note
that the geochemical analyses conducted for this EIS assumed that salts in solid form are in
equilibrium with dissolved forms and did not specifically include any limitations on the salt
formation and dissolution rates (reaction kinetics); therefore, the analyses are of limited use in
quantifying the time period required to reach steady state conditions. Additional geochemical
modeling is being conducted as part of the feasibility investigation.

S-12-20

“Effective rainfall” is rainfall that infiltrates the soil surface and becomes available for plant use.

S-12-21

The commenter requests that Section 2.3.2.3 discuss recent land purchases and settlements, the
amount of acreage, and where the land is located. Purchases and settlements are detailed in Table
2.3-1.

S-12-22

Engineering analyses conducted since the publication of the Draft EIS have demonstrated that
incorporating the Drain as part of the collection and conveyance system for this area is not
practical. Therefore, the paragraph in Section 2.3.2.3 in which the referenced sentence appears
has been deleted from the Final EIS.

S-12-23

Appraisal-level designs and cost estimates contain adequate detail for the evaluation of
alternatives in the EIS. Subsequent designs and cost estimates using a greater level of detail may
result in design and cost modifications. See Master Response GEN-1.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P4 State P4-76



Appendix P4
State Agency Comments and Responses

S-12-24

Drainage systems planned for the reuse facilities would prevent significant groundwater water
movement to the James Bypass and Fresno Slough over time.

S-12-25
Groundwater quality is discussed in Appendix C.

S-12-26

Reclamation based its assumptions about land use on retired lands upon current conditions at
other retired lands in the San Joaquin Valley. These assumptions were needed to evaluate
operations and maintenance costs for retired lands and to reasonably account for land
management costs needed to avoid nuisance conditions. Alternative land uses could be proposed
for the retired lands in the future, and at that time the proposed actions would be required to
undergo environmental review as required by NEPA and/or CEQA.

S-12-27
See Response to Comment S-12-26.

S-12-28

The year 2001 was selected as the baseline for the purpose of developing an environmental
analysis. The Affected Environment characteristics for each resource area were described based
on data available at the start of the analysis. Some conditions will change over the course of
long-term planning projects such as the SLDFR. The analysis was updated when feasible if the
changes in condition affect the conclusions of the environmental analysis. Small changes in land
retirement between 2001 and 2004 were not deemed to have the potential to affect the
conclusions of the analysis. Also see Master Response ALT-N1 for a discussion on existing
conditions and No Action assumptions.

S-12-29

A 30-day no action period will follow the publication of the Final EIS. Following the no action

period, Reclamation will adopt the Final EIS as adequate in compliance with NEPA and make a

decision on the proposed action, which will be published in a ROD. See Master Response GEN-
1 regarding the level of design detail in the EIS.

S-12-30

Section 12.2.4 of the Draft EIS presents the projected changes in salt concentrations in the reuse
areas over time. The modeling shows that salt concentrations in the root zone, drainwater, and
shallow groundwater of the Northerly Area would remain similar, while concentrations in the
Westlands reuse areas would increase, reaching a steady state after 10 to 15 years of use. Note
that the geochemical analyses conducted for this EIS assumed that salts in solid form are in
equilibrium with dissolved forms and did not specifically include any limitations on the salt
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formation and dissolution rates (reaction kinetics); therefore, the analyses are of limited use in
quantifying the time period required to reach steady-state conditions. Additional geochemical
modeling is being conducted as part of the feasibility investigation.

S-12-31
See Master Response SW-17 in regard to water quality after RO treatment.

S-12-32

See Master Response SW-17 in regard to water quality of RO-treated water blended with CVP
water.

S-12-33
See Master Response SW-17.

S-12-34
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.

S-12-35

Estimated effects to biological resources in the Draft EIS are based on the best available
information. Section 2.4.1.3 identifies the assumptions that, when coupled with current scientific
principles, were used to develop the assessment information provided in the Draft EIS.

S-12-36
Mitigation planning is being coordinated with the Regional Board, CDFG, and Service.

S-12-37

Section 20 of the Final EIS (Environmental Mitigation) describes coordination with relevant
agencies.

S-12-38

Site closure would be conducted according to the waste discharge requirements (WDRs) issued
by the Central Valley Regional Board. Regulations applicable to wastewater are discussed in
Appendix L.

S-12-39

The information cited in the comment included previous Reclamation reports, engineering
reports from consultants, and data from other government agencies, such as groundwater quality
data from DWR, soil classifications from the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources
Conservation Service, endangered and protected species habitat data from the Service, and
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topographic data from the U.S. Geological Survey. These references were not cited in the EIS
but are available upon request through review of the Administrative Record.

S-12-40
The evaporation basins are assumed to operate for a minimum of 50 years.

S-12-41
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the Draft EIS.

S-12-42, 43

Mitigation cost estimates are included in Appendix O of the Final EIS.

S-12-44

The target level of Se in treated effluent that is discharged to evaporation basins would be 10
ppb, which is far below the 1,000 ppb regulatory limit.

S-12-45
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.

S-12-46

The comment is noted. Estimated effects to biological resources in the Draft EIS are based on the
best available information. That information and current scientific principles were used to
develop the information provided in Table 2.13-2.

S-12-47
See Master Response REG-2 in regard to CEQA compliance.

S-12-48

Section 3 discusses the rationale for the scope of analysis of the Draft EIS. As described in
Section 3.2, effects on traffic and transportation and noise would be related to short-term
construction activities, would not be near sensitive receptors such as schools and hospitals, and
are not expected to occur during long-term operation of the facilities. In addition, no concerns
about these resource areas were expressed during the public scoping process.

S-12-49 - 51

Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to include more recent water quality information,
including compliance with water quality objectives.
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S-12-52

Discharge characteristics and requirements for all permitted dischargers to Estero Bay can be
obtained from the Regional Board Web site:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/Permits/Index.htm. All of the dischargers listed in
the table have obtained NPDES permits in compliance with the CWA.

S-12-53

The text cited in the comment should read “removal of the water and chemicals from the
Grassland Bypass Project discharge to the river.” This change has been made in Final EIS
Sections 5.2.4.2,5.2.5.2,5.2.6.2,5.2.7.2,5.2.8.2,5.2.9.2, and 5.2.10.2.

S-12-54

For all alternatives, 73 percent of the drainwater would be consumed in the reuse facilities. In
addition, for the In-Valley Alternatives, 13.5 percent would be reclaimed as product water and
13.5 percent would be consumed by ET in evaporation basins.

S-12-55

Drainage service for the Northerly Area, which includes lands currently served by the Grassland
Bypass Project, would result in approximately 4,050 AF/year of treated drainage water
discharged into the Northerly Area evaporation basins and 4,050 AF/year of desalted reclaimed
drainwater for irrigation supply use.

S-12-56

See Master Response SW-17 in regard to the anticipated quality of drainwater placed in
evaporation basins under the In-Valley/Water Needs Land Retirement Alternative.

S-12-57

Acreages of evaporation basins for the In-Valley Alternatives are discussed in Section 2.4.1.3
and compared in Table 2.13-1. Treatment and evaporation basin facility locations are shown in
Figures 2.5-1, 2.6-1, 2.7-1 for each of the in-valley alternatives and described in Section 2.4.1.3.

S-12-58

Evaporation basins are not considered to be part of surface water resources, which is the topic of
Section 5. No models predict changes in Se concentration in the evaporation basins; however,
based on data collected at existing evaporation basins, Se concentration may double during the
evaporation process. Se bioaccumulation in evaporation basins is addressed in Section 8 of the
EIS.

S-12-59
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.
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S-12-60

The discussion of predicted adsorbed Se concentrations on suspended and benthic sediment
includes both the incremental changes as well as the predicted total (baseline plus project)
concentrations.

S-12-61

Total concentrations of Se are shown in Figure 5.2-21 for the baseline, the baseline plus project
condition, and increment of change.

S-12-62

The Draft EIS notes that salinity trends in the City of Mendota Well No. 5 may be attributed to
shallow, saline groundwater. However, due to a typographical error, the Draft EIS incorrectly
states that the saline groundwater is moving in a westward direction (Sections 6.1 and 6.2.3). The
Final EIS has been revised to correctly state groundwater movement is in an eastward direction.

S-12-63

NEPA allows Reclamation to use the best available information attainable without exorbitant
cost (40 CFR 1502.22) so long as, where information is lacking, the relevance of the information
to the decision is stated. The Draft EIS contains such information. . Adequate biological
information is provided in the Draft EIS to assess the relative environmental impacts among
project alternatives.

S-12-64

The court order required prompt drainage service, which required a comprehensive EIS. If
unforeseen events trigger changes in the proposed action that require additional analysis,
Reclamation would consider preparing additional environmental analysis.

S-12-65
Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the project description to allow an
adequate environmental review of the project alternatives. See Master Response GEN-1.

S-12-66

Comment noted. See Response to Comment S-12-46.

S-12-67

Reclamation will provide the DWR with the Final EIS and ROD when they are completed.
Reclamation will continue to coordinate drainage management activities with the DWR.
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S-12-68

The project footprint generally constitutes the area physically occupied by a project feature or
facility. See Table 2.13-1 for the estimated acreages of construction corridors that would be
temporarily disturbed under each action alternative.

S-12-69

Formal consultation under Section 7 of the ESA with the Service has been completed for the In-
Valley Alternatives. Additional informal consultation is ongoing to develop monitoring and
mitigation necessary to protect special-status species. Although the best available information
was used in the Draft EIS, studies of special-status species are often difficult to conduct, and
existing information may need to be supplemented through site-specific surveys. Upon selection
of the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final design studies will be conducted to
provide the information necessary to protect resources. Many of the species in question have
survey protocols that would have to be addressed before any type of construction could proceed.

S-12-70

As stated on page 7-11 of the Draft EIS, CEQA guidelines and other information were used to
develop evaluation criteria for determining effects to biological resources. Such use in NEPA
impact assessments does not warrant the establishment of “standards.”

S-12-71-73
Comment noted. No response necessary.

S-12-74

Regulatory environment and compliance requirements are discussed in Appendix L. EXxisting
evaporation facilities operated in the San Joaquin Valley are permitted by the Regional Board,
Central Valley Region.

S-12-75

Additional detail on mitigation planning has been added to Section 20 to address the potential
location and features of the mitigation sites.

S-12-76

Estimated compensatory effects would also depend upon the location and types of vegetation,
extent, juxtaposition, and other factors at the final sites selected for construction. In general,
however, lands retired from intensive agricultural management (e.g., multiple annual soil tillage,
pesticides, fertilizers, etc.) would provide more habitat potential than lands remaining under
intensive agricultural management.
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S-12-77

Sheep grazing has been discussed as a potential management option for some retired lands. The
purpose of grazing would be to generate income for the owner/operators of the retired lands.
Good management practices, such as appropriate stocking rates that avoid vegetation and soil
damage, would be in the best interests of a sustained income from such operations.

S-12-78
Comment noted. No response necessary.

S-12-79

Historically, the lands requiring drainage were arid, and native species were adapted to dry
conditions. Removal of irrigation water will once again change the composition of plant and
animal communities found in the area. The Draft EIS attempted to address such changes using
the best available information.

S-12-80
See Master Response BIO-2 for information regarding impacts to listed species.

S-12-81

The determination of no significant effects to aquatic and wetland resources is based on the best
available information, current scientific theory, and the evaluation criteria as outlined on page 7-
12 of the Draft EIS. As stated on Draft EIS page 7-47, direct effects to the benthic community
could result where trenching would occur and from sediments covering organisms near the
construction site. Some marine mammals could also be affected by construction activities. These
effects were deemed temporary and do not fall within the range of significant as outlined on page
7-12.

S-12-82

See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail for facility locations. If an Out-of-
Valley Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final
design studies would provide more detailed information about State Waterfowl Areas, National
Wildlife Refuges, and other resources in the vicinity of project facilities.

S-12-83

The sites described in the comment are assumed to continue to function as they currently do. As
discussed in Section 7.2.10, such sites offer little to no wildlife benefits. Ponding of significant
quantities of water would not take place at the retired lands since the agricultural water supply
would be eliminated. Significant rain events could produce some ponding of brief duration, but it
is not anticipated to pose a threat to wildlife or grazing animals due to the short time period and
lack of quality habitat.
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S-12-84

Once the preferred alternative is selected, feasibility and final design studies will provide the
information necessary to protect resources while addressing project needs. Reclamation will
address its regulatory responsibilities as defined through the ESA consultation process and other
statutes as they apply.

S-12-85

Information about past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions is provided in several
locations within the Draft EIS. Some topics such as effects from evaporation basins are also
addressed in the Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion from the Service. (For the
complete Biological Opinion, see Appendix M2 of the Final EIS). Section 7.2.11 has been
revised to reflect the assumption that activities were included in the cumulative analysis if they
were deemed “reasonably foreseeable” and, as such, the analysis may present a worst-case
scenario of potential effects if additional beneficial actions are undertaken apart from those
already considered.

S-12-86

Section 7.2.11 of the Final EIS has been revised to include this information. Also see Master
Response CUM-1.

S-12-87

A table of Se concentration toxicity thresholds for egg, dietary components, and waterborne
levels has been added to Section 8.1.

S-12-88

Tables C2-8 and C2-23 in Appendix C provide estimates of constituent concentrations that
would be discharged to evaporation basins.

S-12-89

A description of available data on Se concentrations in existing reuse areas has been added to
Section 8.1.5.

S-12-90
Additional detail on management of evaporation basins has been added to Section 20.

S-12-91

The note below Table 8-2 reads “Note: Post-treatment Se concentrations at final project buildout
were used in this analysis. For the Public Draft EIS, an additional analysis should be conducted
to evaluate initial effluent conditions.” This footnote is an error and has been deleted in the Final
EIS; it was inadvertently placed here and is not related to Table 8-2, which presents dietary
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compositions for bird categories. It was determined that the EIS will consider the worst-case
condition for effluent, which occurs at final buildout.

S-12-92

Reuse area crops are expected to be salt-tolerant varieties of plants; however, some salt-tolerant
crops are sensitive to salinity during germination and early stages of growth. Crop rotation would
be necessary to maintain viable crops that will consume the high-salinity drainwater. The crop
rotation would involve replacing older crop plantings with new crops, and that would require
lower-salinity water. Depending upon the plant’s sensitivity and the condition of the soil salinity
at the time of new planting, lower-salinity ditch water (the existing canal water supply) or
groundwater could be blended with drainwater to establish an appropriate level of salinity for the
irrigation water.

S-12-93

Each reuse area will need to undergo some crop rotation as plantings mature and die or become
less effective at using water. Depending on the new crop variety, young seedlings or germinating
seeds generally require better water quality than the drainwater in use at the reuse area. Any pre-
plant irrigation that may be needed for seed germination, and at least the first irrigation, could be
considered to be canal water or groundwater that is of better quality than the drainwater. The
quantity of water is not known and will depend upon the management of the area crops selected
and the need for crop renewal or rotation. Pre-plant and early plant growth irrigations can be
small applications since the young plant root system is small. The exception would be if the soil
had become too saline for the new crop and extra water would be needed for salt leaching. This
could also be the case if parts of the reuse area become too saline and require some reclaiming
management that would involve extra leaching with a less saline water to remove some salts
from the root zone soil layer.

S-12-94

Elevated Se levels in shorebirds that have been documented at existing reuse areas are believed
to have been due to ponded water events. As discussed in Section 8.2.2.5, measures will be taken
to prevent the occurrence of ponded water at reuse areas.

S-12-95

Salt toxicosis and encrustation are addressed in Section 7 and Appendix G, and are not relevant
to Section 8, which addresses only Se bioaccumulation. See Master Response B1O-3 in regard to
impacts to wintering birds.

S-12-96

The comment requests inclusion of the Westside Regional Drainage Plan (Westside Plan),
current evaporation basin operations, and planned on-farm irrigation management systems. The
Westside Plan was not included in cumulative effects as it is essentially the same project as the
action alternatives and it is not likely to occur in addition to the selected project alternative.
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Discontinuing the Grassland Bypass Project is already expressly assumed under the action and
No Action alternatives and compliance with TMDL projects. Operation of existing evaporation
facilities and integrated on-farm drainage management systems is included in the baseline
conditions for the bioaccumulation analysis (Section 8).

S-12-97

See Master Response MIT-2 for a description of additional mitigation information that has been
added to the Final EIS.

S-12-98

The first paragraphs of Sections 11.2.3.5, 11.2.7.5, and 11.2.8.5 in the Final EIS have been
changed to read as follows:

The land retirement component of this alternative would employ three types of land management
activities, including dryfarming, livestock grazing, and fallowing on 44,106 acres.
Comparatively, existing conditions and the No Action Alternative’s planned retirement are
20,518 and 109,106 acres, respectively. Compared to the existing conditions, the increased land
retirement of this alternative will reduce land preparation, cultivation, harvest activities, and
vehicular travel over unpaved roads normally associated with agricultural practices and would
result in an overall air quality benefit and reduction in PMyq fugitive dust emissions. However,
compared to the No Action Alternative, the In-Valley Disposal Alternative would result in an
overall increase in air quality effects due to the continued agricultural operations, as nearly 2.5
times less land would be retired/fallowed.

As stated in Master Response AIR-1, Reclamation will develop emissions estimates and
complete any applicable Federal consistency analysis and permitting during the detailed design
phase of the project.

S-12-99

As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of
design, in which project designers use readily available data and generally do not collect new
data to compare the alternatives. Specific details such as conveyance corridor width and pipeline
size would be determined in subsequent design phases if the Ocean Disposal Alternative were
selected for implementation. The visual characteristics of the area that would contain the project
facilities is described adequately in the Draft EIS for the purpose of evaluating the environmental
impacts of the project.

S-12-100

If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration, the pipeline route
would be established during the feasibility design. See Master Response GEN-1 for additional
discussion.
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S-12-101 - 104

See Master Response EC-2 in regard to the economic impact region considered for the proposed
project.

S-12-105

The comment expresses the concern that the location of jobs that would be lost under the Land
Retirement Alternatives may not be within the same county or region as the location where jobs
are created. While it is difficult to determine the exact locations of jobs created or lost as part of
the proposed project, in general, the majority of the jobs that would be lost under the action
alternatives would occur near the retired drainage-impaired lands. New jobs may be associated
with either construction or operation of the drainage facilities, which for the In-Valley
Alternatives would occur in the same general county or region as the retired lands.

S-12-106

The assumptions used in Section 17.2.3 were based on the analyses completed for Section 12 of
the Draft EIS and for the PFR. The results of these analyses are listed on Draft EIS pages 12-6
and 12-9. The analyses indicate that crop mixes need to be changed to reduce overall water use,
including the frequency of fallowing land, and that irrigation management and application
uniformity needs to be improved to continue irrigating drainage-impaired lands. The results of
these actions decrease farm revenues. In addition, lands that cannot support higher irrigation and
management costs would go out of production.

S-12-107
See Response to Comment S-12-106.

S-12-108
Mitigation facilities and costs are described in Appendix O of the Final EIS.

S-12-109

See Master Responses SI-1 and ALT-L1 in regard to job retraining programs and socioeconomic
impacts of the project, respectively.

S-12-110

See Master Response EC-2 for a discussion of the region considered for social and
environmental justice issues.

S-12-111
Jobs lost due to past and current land retirement activities were not analyzed in the Draft EIS.
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S-12-112
Current training programs were not analyzed in the Final EIS.

S-12-113,114
See Master Response SI-1 in regard to job retraining programs.

S-12-115

See Master Response ALT-L1 in regard to socioeconomic impacts of land retirement.

S-12-116, 117
Comment noted. No response necessary.

S-12-118

See Master Response EC-2 for a discussion of the region considered for social and
environmental justice issues.

S-12-119
See Master Response ALT-L1 in regard to socioeconomic impacts of land retirement.

S-12-120

Section 20 describes the mitigation and monitoring program for the action alternatives. The
monitoring program will inform the regulatory agencies of the effectiveness of the mitigation
activities. Project features described in the Draft EIS for the action alternatives were developed
at the appraisal level of design, which is adequate for the environmental review process.
Additional assessment of the preferred alternative will be conducted following the environmental
review process. Actions identified in Section 20 will ensure that environmental impacts from the
preferred alternative are adequately mitigated to the extent feasible as disclosed in the EIS.

S-12-121
See Response to Comment S-12-67.

S-12-122

See Master Response EC-2 in regard to the economic impact region considered for the proposed
project.

S-12-123

See Master Response EC-2 for a discussion of the region evaluated for social and environmental
justice impacts.
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S-12-124, 125
See Master Response ALT-L1 in regard to socioeconomic impacts of land retirement.

S-12-126

The incorporated communities in the vicinity of the San Luis Unit have been added to the
distribution list in Final EIS Section 21.4.
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